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Senate
The Senate met at 9:31 a.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

As we pray today, we remember
Booker T. Washington, born on this
day. Once a slave, he became an out-
standing American reformer, educator,
and writer. His life emulated one of his
most significant statements: ‘‘I am de-
termined to permit no man to narrow
or degrade my soul by making me hate
him.’’

Let us pray.
Almighty God, Lord of history, You

call great leaders and anoint them with
supernatural power to lead in times of
social distress when Your righteous-
ness and justice must be reestablished.
We praise You, O God, for the life and
leadership of Booker T. Washington in
the cause of racial justice. You gave
him a dream of equality and oppor-
tunity for all people which You empow-
ered him to declare as a clarion call to
all America. As we honor the memory
of this truly great man and courageous
American, we ask You to cleanse any
prejudice from our hearts and help us
to press on in the battle to assure the
equality of education, housing, job op-
portunities, advancement, and social
status for all people regardless of race
or creed. May this Senate be distin-
guished by its leadership in this ongo-
ing challenge to assure the rights of all
people in this free land. Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable WAYNE ALLARD, a
Senator from the State of Colorado, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
acting majority leader is recognized.
f

SCHEDULE

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, today
the Senate will resume consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 101,
the budget resolution.

By previous order, there will be 90
minutes of debate on the Hutchison-
Robb amendment equally divided be-
tween the two managers. Following the
debate, there will be two back-to-back
votes at 11 a.m. The Robb second-de-
gree amendment regarding prescription
drugs will be the first vote, to be fol-
lowed by the vote on the Hutchison
amendment regarding the marriage tax
penalty.

Other amendments will be offered
throughout the day, and therefore Sen-
ators may expect rollcall votes during
today’s session. There are approxi-
mately 20 hours of debate remaining on
the resolution.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want to
make sure we have 45 minutes on each
side. The vote will not occur right at 11
o’clock.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
f

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET—
Resumed

Pending:
Hutchison/Ashcroft amendment No. 2914,

to express the sense of the Senate to provide
for relief from the marriage penalty tax.

Robb amendment No. 2915 (to amendment
No. 2914), to condition Senate consideration
of any tax cut reconciliation legislation on
previous enactment of legislation to provide
an outpatient prescription drug benefit
under the Medicare program that is con-
sistent with Medicare reform.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who
yields time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from New Jersey.

Let me first of all commend Senator
ROBB of Virginia. I think what he has
done out here on the floor of the Sen-
ate is very important for our country,
and not just for senior citizens. He sub-
mitted an amendment that would
make it out of order for the Senate to
consider a reconciliation bill that
spends on-budget surplus on tax cuts
unless Congress has already enacted
legislation establishing an outpatient
Medicare prescription drug benefit.

I come here to the floor of the Senate
to congratulate Senator ROBB and to
speak for senior citizens in Minnesota.

If we are about legislation that is im-
portant to people’s lives, if we want to
be here to represent the people in our
States, there is no more important
amendment for us to pass. This isn’t
where the rubber meets the road, but it
is all about the general direction for
the Senate, and the direction Senator
ROBB’s amendment calls is to make
sure we make a commitment to fund-
ing prescription drug coverage for sen-
ior citizens in this country.

In the State of Minnesota, on the
basis of hearings I have attended, on
the basis of conversations and meet-
ings—some of them incredibly heart-
felt and incredibly painful—with elder-
ly citizens in my State, there is no
more important thing we can do than
to pass this amendment and to once
and for all cover prescription drug ben-
efits for senior citizens.

First of all, in the State of Min-
nesota, because of a very unfair and, I
argue, even discriminatory Medicare
reimbursement to our managed-care
plans and to our seniors, we have in our
State only one-third of senior citizens
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receiving any kind of prescription drug
coverage at all. Two-thirds of the sen-
ior citizens in Minnesota don’t have
any coverage whatsoever. I think in
the country it is about one-third. But
in our State it is an acute problem; it
is a problem of crisis proportion.

Second of all, as a result of that, it is
not uncommon to meet seniors who,
even when the doctor gives them a pre-
scription, can’t fill the prescription be-
cause they don’t have the money, or
they cut the pills into thirds or into
halves, all of which is dangerous. I
have met all of those senior citizens. I
have been in these conversations with
senior citizens about this. It is not un-
common to meet people who spend $300
or $400 a month to meet their prescrip-
tion drug costs and at the same time
their total monthly income is $1,000—
all the while, in the pharmaceutical in-
dustry, the costs have gone up 17 per-
cent a year over the past couple of
years, and they are projected to go up
again. The pharmaceutical industry
rakes in record—I argue exorbitant, I
argue obscene—profits.

But for today, what is so important
about the Robb amendment is that if
we want to do something to really
make a difference in the lives of people
we represent, we must expand Medicare
and provide this coverage.

My colleagues on the Republican side
want to go forward with tax cuts, many
of which go to higher income people
least in need. They seem to believe it is
not an appropriate role for Government
or the Senate to provide prescription
drug coverage as a part of what Medi-
care is all about.

I think the vast majority of people in
the country believe that when it comes
to certain pressing issues of their lives,
there is a positive role Government can
play. This is a perfect example to make
sure people do not go without the very
prescription drugs they need, which is
so essential to their health. That is
what is so important about this amend-
ment.

When my Republican colleagues say
they want to limit this to low-income
senior citizens, I just want to say what
has made Medicare and Social Security
work is that it is a universal coverage
program. It commands broad support.
This is about building on Medicare.
This isn’t going back to means-tested
programs which quite often become
poor programs.

Just because a senior citizen in Min-
nesota or Virginia or Massachusetts
has an income of $17,000 a year or
$18,000 a year, it does not mean he or
she or both of them are not in need of
some help so they can purchase the
prescription drugs that are so impor-
tant to their health.

This is a very important amendment.
I am tired of the Minnesotans having
to go to Canada to purchase prescrip-
tion drugs they can afford. I am tired
of the Minnesota Senior Federation,
which is a courageous, gutsy grassroots
organization, having to raise Cain over
and over and over again about the fact

that so many senior citizens are not
able to afford the prescription drugs
they need for their health.

‘‘All politics,’’ Tip O’Neill said, ‘‘is
local.’’ I argue all politics is also per-
sonal. Having been the child of parents,
both of whom have passed away with
Parkinson’s disease, I know what drugs
such as L-Dopa and Sinemet cost.

There is no more important thing we
can do if we want to get real, if we
want to respond to what our constitu-
ents need, than to pass this Robb
amendment.

I thank the Senator from Virginia for
his leadership. I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. The Senator from North
Dakota is allotted 5 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this
budget is brought to the floor as part
of an annual ritual. The ritual in the
Senate is to debate budget priorities. It
is about making choices.

One hundred years from now we will
all be gone. We will not be around, but
historians can look back at this day,
and by evaluating what we viewed to
be important and what we wanted to
spend money on, they can evaluate
what our priorities were. Did we feel
health care was a priority? Was edu-
cation a priority? Were tax cuts a pri-
ority?

Let’s look at the choices. This budget
is brought to the floor suggesting that
a significant priority is to provide tax
cuts, the benefit of which go largely to
upper-income folks in this country.
The Senator from Virginia, Mr. ROBB,
offers a different set of priorities. He
says: Let’s not have these tax cut pro-
posals move forward until and unless
there is a prescription drug benefit
added to the Medicare program.

I happen to think we ought not have
tax cuts until we have made a signifi-
cant payment toward reducing the Fed-
eral debt. I also believe, with the Sen-
ator from Virginia, that we ought to
have a benefit for prescription drugs in
the Medicare program.

That is what this debate is about—it
is about making choices. What are the
right choices? I have held hearings in
six States with the Democratic Policy
Committee on the issue of prescription
drugs and Medicare. Let me tell Mem-
bers about choices senior citizens are
making. The Senator from Virginia
suggests we are about to make the
wrong choice unless we adopt his
amendment. I agree with him. Let’s
make the right choice.

Let me describe the choices senior
citizens are making. At a hearing in
Dickinson, ND, Dr. James
Baumgartner told me of a patient of
his on Medicare who had surgery for
breast cancer. He told her about the
prescription drug she would have to
take to reduce the chances of recur-
rence of breast cancer. She said: Doc-
tor, I can’t do that. I don’t have the
money to buy those prescription drugs.
I’m just going to have to take my
chances.

That is a choice. Not a good choice,
but a forced choice because there is no

coverage for prescription drugs in
Medicare.

How about the choice of buying food?
At another hearing in Illinois, a
woman told me that where she goes to
the grocery store, the pharmacy
counter is at the back end of the store.
She must go to the rear of the store to
buy her prescription drugs, first, be-
cause only then will this older woman
know how much money she has left for
food. She must buy her prescription
drugs first because only then will she
know what she can afford to pay for
her food.

That is a choice she had to make.
At another hearing, a fellow told me

that he pays $2,400 for medicine. He is
living on a fixed income in retirement.
He said: I eat spaghetti sometimes 8
and 9 days in a row because I can’t af-
ford anything else, and still be able to
pay for my prescription medicine.

That is a choice. Not a good one but
a choice.

Or transplant recipients at a hearing
in Illinois. We had two people with
heart transplants and one with a dou-
ble lung transplant. One of them said
her prescription drugs costs $24,000 a
year.

That person could probably make a
choice of having the rejection of her
transplants, but that is not much of a
choice either, is it?

Or the woman in New York at the
hearing I held. Connie, from Rye
Brook, NY, has no prescription drug
coverage and is forced to pay out-of-
pocket costs she cannot afford. She
said: I cut the pill in half and take half
the dosage so it lasts twice as long.

That, too, is a choice. Not a good
choice.

All over the country, senior citizens
are having to make these choices. They
are not good choices because we don’t
have a prescription drug benefit in the
Medicare program.

Senator ROBB from Virginia has said
in his amendment that we ought to
make it a priority to do the right
thing. He is dead right. We have a re-
sponsibility to add a prescription drug
benefit to this Medicare program. This
is the time and the place to make that
choice. This vote will determine what
that choice is going to be.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield 1

minute to the Senator from Virginia.
Following his statement, I yield 5 min-
utes off of our 45 minutes, or whatever
time is remaining, to Senator KENNEDY
from Massachusetts, and then 5 min-
utes on the bill for a total of 10 min-
utes to Senator KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I first
thank the Senator from Minnesota and
the Senator from North Dakota for
their statements.

The bottom line is this particular
provision in the resolution before the
Senate locks in as a matter of law a
permanent tax cut that would gobble
up all but 2 percent of the on-budget
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surplus that is available. No matter
how much we talk about the desire to
do something in terms of prescription
drugs for seniors, after the stories we
hear about choosing between food and
medicine, the bottom line is we lock in
a tax cut and we take all the money
that would otherwise be available. Not-
withstanding the expressed good inten-
tions, it just won’t work.

This is a matter of priorities.
I am delighted to yield to the distin-

guished Senator from Massachusetts.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ex-

press appreciation to Senator ROBB for
his leadership in bringing the Senate to
where we are this morning with an op-
portunity to vote at 11 o’clock on
whether we will put the seniors in this
country ahead of an unwise tax cut at
this time.

A budget is about national priorities.
This amendment says to the American
people that prescription drug coverage
under Medicare is as high a priority for
the Senate as it is for the American
people. This amendment says health
care for the elderly is more important
than tax cuts for the wealthy.

Without this amendment, this Re-
publican budget resolution has its pri-
orities backwards. It says the first pri-
ority is tax cuts.

Yesterday, my friend and colleague,
the distinguished chairman of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee, and I engaged
in a discussion of this point. I asked
the chairman if there was any guar-
antee in the budget instructions that
we will have prescription drugs on the
floor by September 31, which is effec-
tively the last week of Congress. This
is what my honorable friend said: No,
there is no guarantee.

He went on to say that under the res-
olution a prescription drug bill could
be brought to the floor without a budg-
et point of order being lodged against
it after September 1.

That is an empty promise. Such a bill
would still be subject to a filibuster. It
would still require 60 votes to even get
to the floor if any Senator objected to
its consideration. It would still have to
be called up by the majority leader or
offered as an amendment if there was a
suitable vehicle. If by some miracle it
did get to the floor, an unlimited num-
ber of amendments could be offered,
and it would still be subject to a num-
ber of restrictions that I will discuss in
a moment.

Compare that to the tax bill. It is re-
quired to be reported by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee no later than Sep-
tember 22—not permitted, required. It
cannot be filibustered under Senate
rules. Debate is limited, in terms of the
total hours, to 50 hours. It requires
only 50 votes to pass.

Of course, we know the majority
party is absolutely committed to pass
a tax bill, but this budget resolution
makes it abundantly clear there is no
similar commitment to Medicare drug
coverage. It is that plain and simple.

There are two different standards,
make no mistake about it—one stand-
ard for the tax, and an entirely dif-
ferent one for prescription drugs. I
daresay the one on the prescription
drugs is illustrated by the language of
the resolution itself. It says that, in
the Senate, the budgetary limits may
be adjusted and allocated and may be
revised by legislation reported by the
Committee on Finance to provide a
prescription drug benefit. ‘‘May be’’ is
optional. That is different from where
it says the Senate Finance Committee
shall report to the Senate on the tax
bill.

So we have not only the require-
ments that it ‘‘may be’’ rather than
‘‘shall’’ with regard to prescription
drugs, but we have the whole procedure
in the Senate that will permit filibus-
ters in bringing it up, in debating it on
the floor of the Senate. It will require
60 votes to be able to get to a final res-
olution as compared to 50 votes for the
tax bill. That is dramatically different.

What we are saying with the Robb
amendment is let us pass the prescrip-
tion drug bill first and then consider
the tax cut afterwards.

In the remaining time, I want to
mention one additional item. This par-
ticular prescription drug proposal, as I
mentioned, is a 3-year proposal, even if
they are able to jump through the
hoops that I have mentioned. Let’s say
we are able to consider the bill; let’s
say we are able to get the majority
leader to call it up. It is very difficult
to get any measure that we can amend,
as we have seen over the course of this
time, but let’s say we get the majority
leader to call it up. And let’s say we
have the 60 votes to get cloture. It is
only for 3 years. Beyond that, you only
get a continuation of that program if
we find the solvency of the Medicare
fund, and there is going to be a com-
plete revamping of the Medicare pro-
gram without using any general funds
in order to stabilize the Medicare sys-
tem. Here we find, again, the condi-
tions that have to be realized before we
are able to extend it.

The tax cut is permanent. Do we un-
derstand? The tax cut is permanent. It
is virtually automatic. Once this bill
passes, there will be a requirement
that the tax bill be on the floor of the
Senate in September. But this prescrip-
tion drug proposal has to jump through
all the hoops for the first 3 years, and
even if we jump through the hoops for
the first 3 years, we have to go back
through the hoops over the remaining 2
years. It is not permanent as is the tax
bill.

Finally, I want to once again review
about whom we are talking and what
the costs are in terms of the prescrip-
tion drugs. Yesterday I tried to point
out, as has been mentioned here, a
third of American seniors do not have
any coverage and another third are los-
ing it dramatically. In the last 3 years,
we have seen a 25-percent drop in cov-
erage. If you take the drops in 1998 and
1999, it shows it is going right on down,

and the costs of Medigap are going
through the ceiling. The HMOs are set-
ting limits that make it difficult if not
virtually impossible for senior citizens
to get the protections they earned.

Who are these senior citizens? Look
at this chart here and we see what the
income is for senior citizens, the retir-
ees, the men and women who fought in
the World Wars, brought this country
out of the Depression, and have made it
the great Nation it is. Mr. President, 57
percent of them have incomes below
$15,000; 21 percent below $25,000. That is
almost 80 percent of our senior citi-
zens, those with incomes below $25,000.
Then it continues on with only 7 per-
cent at $50,000 or over. Many would say
that is just middle income. Certainly,
if you have some children at school,
$50,000 is considered to be middle in-
come. We are talking about individuals
who are hard pressed. These are men
and women who made the country and
now are dependent upon these prescrip-
tion drugs in order to be able to sur-
vive.

Finally, we see in this chart what it
is costing these elderly citizens. For so
many of the moderate-income bene-
ficiaries, typical drug costs versus
their income—when you look at about
150 percent of poverty, that is almost
the median income for senior citizens
in this country. Look at this chart of
what it costs for these routine illnesses
and sicknesses of our elderly people.
Every elderly person either is in danger
of, or fears, or has osteoporosis and
heart trouble, high blood pressure, ir-
regular heartbeat——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield the
Senator from Massachusetts 2 minutes
off of the bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. High blood pressure,
heart disease. This is the typical cost
in 1 year. This is the percent of their
income they are paying: 20 percent, 26
percent, 31 percent, 40 percent, 240 per-
cent of their income.

This is just for prescription drugs.
This is not for any other medical ex-
penses. That is more than they are
spending, in many instances, for their
rent, their food, their clothing, and
their other necessities.

As we see this issue, there is nothing
more important—preserving our Social
Security and preserving Medicare—
than prescription drug protection for
senior citizens. I believe we ought to be
able to shape a program that will be
universal, that will have the cata-
strophic as well as the basic, and that
will be affordable for individuals as
well as the Federal Government.

What we are saying is let’s debate
that issue. Let’s have an opportunity
for the Senate to take action on that
issue prior to the time we go to these
massive tax breaks. That is what this
Robb amendment is all about, putting
our seniors first. I hope our colleagues
will join in supporting it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the time this morning
that has been charged to the resolu-
tion, which I think is about 7 minutes,
not be counted to the 45 minutes of
time on the side of the minority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield 7
minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I applaud
my colleague from Massachusetts for
his tremendous leadership on this sub-
ject and for having just pointed out the
realities of the situation we find our-
selves in on the floor of the Senate. It
is hard for anybody, rationally, to
think about the problems our seniors
face in this country and then measure
those problems against what the Re-
publican majority is presenting the
country in its budget resolution.

I do not understand the rationale. I
do not understand how they can come
to the floor prepared to guarantee the
wealthiest Americans are going to get
an extraordinary tax cut. That is abso-
lutely cast in stone. That is going to
happen. They saw to it in this budget
resolution that there is a certainty as
to the tax cut. But at the same time
they saw to it that there is no cer-
tainty with respect to senior citizens
having an opportunity that we take
care of their needs for prescription
drugs. Their budget pays lipservice to
the critical issue of helping seniors af-
ford medications that are prescribed by
their doctors.

If you measure this, the budget reso-
lution provides a tax cut of over $150
billion over 5 years. Those tax cuts will
require we pay $18 billion more in in-
terest payments. So when you add the
interest payments to the tax cuts
themselves, you have virtually the
amount of the entire non-Social Secu-
rity surplus that is going to be taken
off the table and given back. But what
is extraordinary is their focus. Here is
a major problem. There is not one of
us, as Senators, who does not go home
to our States and find countless num-
bers of citizens come to us and say: I
cannot afford to buy drugs. I have to
choose between paying rent or food and
buying the prescription drugs I need to
be healthy.

We have citizens who are piling into
buses going to Mexico and Canada to
buy drugs, and yet ‘‘our’’ fixation, the
fixation of the majority is to abso-
lutely guarantee that the wealthiest
people in America who have done the
best over the last 15 to 20 years are ab-
solutely going to get a tax cut, but the
neediest people in America who need
help with prescription drugs, who are
paying thousands of dollars a year and
are on a fixed income and cannot afford
it, have no guarantee in this budget
that they are going to have the Senate
produce a prescription drug benefit.

There is some lipservice to $40 bil-
lion, but as my colleague from Massa-

chusetts pointed out, there is no guar-
antee we are ever going to see legisla-
tion.

Why is it that there is an absolute
certainty as to the tax cut, an absolute
guarantee that people who have done
the best are going to be helped but peo-
ple who are the most needy are not
going to be helped? The Senate ought
to be committed to addressing the im-
portance of working families receiving
this kind of help.

Why is that so important? It ought to
be obvious to every Member of the Sen-
ate. When Medicare was created in 1965,
the biggest cost concern for patients
was a long stay in the hospital. Today,
particularly because of the wonders of
modern medicine and the bio-
technology revolution, patients who
once needed surgery now can take
drugs; patients who once needed exten-
sive stays in hospitals are now able to
take wonder drugs of the modern age
to lower cholesterol, lower blood pres-
sure, stabilize weak hearts, and do ex-
traordinary things, but they cost a lot
of money.

There has been a remarkable cost-
shifting process. It used to be that if
one went to the hospital to have an op-
eration and stayed in the hospital, in-
surance took care of the stay. But now
the hospital stay and the long period of
convalescence has been supplanted by
the miracle drug, and the cost has
shifted from the insurance to the indi-
vidual, and most of these individuals
are not able to afford it.

Take, for instance, a highly effective
drug for hypertension. Sixty percent of
the people over the age of 65 have hy-
pertension. The fact is, highly effective
drugs to control this typically cost
about $40 a month. They greatly reduce
the potential of stroke. A stroke, obvi-
ously, requires rehab time in hospitals
and a variety of in-house costs and
services to the medical system. If we
can prevent that from happening, we
save the system money. But if that
cost shifting is to the individual who is
on a fixed income, they get stuck with
the problem.

Prescription drug expenditures in the
United States—and I ask my colleagues
to focus on this—have grown at nearly
double-digit rates almost every year
since 1980, with seniors’ drug prices
growing at four times the rate of infla-
tion.

In 1997, prescription drug expendi-
tures had the highest growth rate of all
health and human services and sup-
plies. There was a 14.1-percent growth
in those costs versus the overall health
care expenditure cost that rose at only
4.8 percent—14.1 percent for prescrip-
tion drugs; health care costs were gen-
erally 4 percent.

A lot of us will support the increase
in the NIH funding because we want to
continue this revolution, but the fact
is, it does not do a lot of good to put on
the shelf drugs from the laboratory
that are completely inaccessible to the
average American who needs them be-
cause they simply cannot afford them.

We are missing a historic oppor-
tunity in the Senate in terms of our
legislating process. The fact is, we have
an opportunity to provide 14 million
senior citizens, who lack prescription
drug coverage, with that coverage.
That is, one-third of all Medicare bene-
ficiaries have no prescription drug cov-
erage at all.

Three-fifths of all Medicare bene-
ficiaries lack dependable coverage, and
one-quarter of all Medicare bene-
ficiaries have retiree drug coverage
from their former employer, but the
number of firms offering that coverage
has declined by 25 percent over the last
4 years.

In our state of Massachusetts, there
are 982,934 Medicare beneficiaries. 45%
of these seniors lack prescription drug
coverage. 55% of these seniors have
some form of coverage—but, the form
that coverage takes is often capped,
costly, inadequate or all of the above.

Prescription drugs are the largest
out-of-pocket health care cost for sen-
iors in Massachusetts and throughout
the country. More than 85% of Medi-
care beneficiaries take at least one pre-
scription medicine, and the average
beneficiary fills 18 prescriptions per
year. The average annual prescription
drug cost for Medicare beneficiaries
will reach $1,100 this year. Even bene-
ficiaries with some drug coverage incur
high out-of-pocket spending, an aver-
age of $700 per year. Increasing costs
coupled with the lack of coverage force
1 out of 8 seniors in our country to
choose between buying food and medi-
cine.

Unless we act, we can only expect
these numbers to increase. Americans
aged 85 and older represent the fastest
growing segment of the population,
with expected growth from 4 million
people today to 19 million people by
2050. We cannot afford to allow this
problem to continue.

Medicare was enacted in 1965 as a
promise to the American people that,
in exchange for their years of hard
work and service to our country, their
health care would be protected in their
golden years. Mr. President, it is past
time we deliver on that promise.

My hope is that we will adopt the
Robb amendment. I congratulate the
Senator from Virginia for bringing this
amendment to the floor. It requires
that we find some methodology by
which we will guarantee that Congress
will pass a prescription drug program.
It seems to me it is as imperative we
do that as give a tax cut, considering
the fact that the Federal tax burden is
the lowest it has been in 20 years. Let’s
get our priorities straight and do what
is correct.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.

CHAFEE). The Senator from Colorado.
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the scheduled
votes for 11 a.m. today now begin at
10:45 a.m., under the same terms as pre-
viously agreed to, and that at 10:45
a.m., the majority manager be recog-
nized to make a point of order and then
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yield an additional 4 minutes to the
minority side from the majority’s
time.

Mr. REID. It is my understanding
that will give the minority 25 minutes
remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. REID. This has been checked
with Senator LAUTENBERG, and we on
the minority side agree to this unani-
mous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I yield
15 minutes to the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise to
address the underlying amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Virginia and
his colleagues which links our efforts
to provide affordable access to out-
patient prescription drugs for seniors
to the issue of tax relief. I believe this
amendment is unnecessary.

One of the highest priorities in the
Republican-sponsored budget is to pro-
vide outpatient prescription drug cov-
erage for Medicare beneficiaries, some-
thing in which I, as a physician who
has taken care of thousands of Medi-
care beneficiaries—individuals with
disabilities and seniors—and my col-
leagues strongly believe is critical to
the health care security of these bene-
ficiaries. They need and deserve afford-
able access to prescription drugs, and
that is an important part of our agen-
da.

We reduce the tax burden on hard-
working Americans who today are
being taxed more than at any time in
the peacetime history of this country.

I simply cannot and will not support
any amendment that pits these two
goals, which are inherent and integral
parts of this budget, against one an-
other. It is unnecessary, and it is irre-
sponsible. We can do both in our budget
and we provide the means to do so.

It is a fascinating time in our history
in terms of the evolution of health
care. We are almost where we were in
the early 1960s in our discussion of pre-
scription drug coverage. Before Medi-
care, we did not have coverage for hos-
pitals and physician services. In the
early 1960s, we had the opportunity to
shape health care security for seniors,
and later for individuals with disabil-
ities, in a way that has been very bene-
ficial. I say that as a health care pro-
vider who has been on the frontline.

In large part as a product of the tre-
mendous research and development and
the discovery of new drugs, and the ap-
plication of those drugs in recent
years, it is time that we in this Con-
gress address Medicare for seniors in a
modernized way. ‘‘In a modernized
way’’ means that we must bring pre-
scription drugs into Medicare in an in-
tegrated fashion to deliver a full set of
comprehensive benefits to bene-
ficiaries. That is why in this budget we
address modernizing Medicare and set-

ting aside $40 billion to strengthen the
program and include an outpatient pre-
scription drug benefit.

But something we do that is critical,
that is not being addressed by these
freestanding drug bills that are being
proposed—both in the House and in the
Senate—is that we link that inclusion
of prescription drug coverage to the
overall modernization of the Medicare
system.

Although this is a budget discussion,
it is not just a matter of only dollars
and cents. We are talking about health
care security for our seniors. The phy-
sician, the hospital, the health care fa-
cility, and the prescription drugs all
must be a part of one seamless health
care delivery program.

As good as Medicare is today, it is
not as good as most people think it is,
for lots of different reasons.

No. 1, it is a fragmented system. We
have a Part A trust fund and a Part B
trust fund. We have outpatient care
and we have inpatient care. It is in-
complete. The benefit package is out-
dated. There is even very little in the
way of preventive services as part of
Medicare today, services that seniors
desperately need.

Preventative care, which is in private
health care plans, has proliferated. We
all know how important it is. Yet there
is almost none of that in Medicare
today.

Many people think Medicare is going
to take care of our seniors later in
their lives. It is a fact, of every dollar
that is spent for a senior’s health care,
if you put it all together, only 53 cents
is paid for by Medicare. The other 47
cents, that is paid for by that senior or
that individual with the disability who
has to reach out, scrape around, get an-
other insurance policy, pay out of
pocket, or ask for free care in order to
cover health care expenses. We can do
better.

Thus, we are absolutely committed
to the principle of, yes, including pre-
scription drugs into the system, but
doing it in such a way that we can im-
prove and modernize Medicare as the
whole, to be a seamless system in the
provision of high-quality care for our
seniors.

I believe it is irresponsible—when
you have a Medicare program that is
threatened in terms of long-term sol-
vency, when you look at deficits in
cash-flow, when you look at the huge
demographic shift that will be occur-
ring with the baby boomers coming
through the system, with a doubling of
the number of seniors over the next 30
years, and a lessening of the people
who are paying into the system—it is
irresponsible, unless you address the
overall health care system, to take a
benefit, a very expensive benefit, and
simply set it on top of a system that
cannot be sustained long term. It is de-
ceptive. It is just not right. Our seniors
deserve better.

Thus, instead of trying to link tax re-
lief to improving health care for our
seniors, what we Republicans believe—

expressed in this budget—is that the
appropriate linkage is providing pre-
scription drugs in an affordable way,
but linking it inextricably to the mod-
ernization of the overall Medicare sys-
tem. That is the most prudent, short-
term and long-term approach to guar-
antee health care security for our sen-
iors.

The principles of prescription drug
coverage are, in my mind, pretty sim-
ple. I think all of us must recognize
that a new drug benefit should not be
modeled on Medicare’s traditional, out-
of-date delivery model. We need a new
model. The President’s plan does not
change the system at all, but instead
places more financial burdens on an al-
ready fragile program, while at the
same time placing Medicare bene-
ficiaries’ health at risk.

No. 2, such a benefit should be vol-
untary. Most would agree on both sides
of the aisle including the President
that it must be accessible to all. At the
same time, we should not do anything
that forces people into HMOs. We
should not do anything that forces sen-
iors today, who already have prescrip-
tion drug coverage, to give up what
they have. We should not force seniors
today, who are already paying a cer-
tain amount for prescription drug cov-
erage, to pay more than what they pay
today.

The third principle is—this is impor-
tant—something we have the responsi-
bility to address in the short-term and
the long-term; that is, that price con-
trols in prescription drugs will not
work. They will destroy the oppor-
tunity to develop that new drug, that
new prescription, that new agent that
can be lifesaving, that can treat illness
and prevent disease. Price controls will
wipe out drug innovation.

I believe those three principles must
be a part of the drug package that we
assimilate into a modernized Medicare
system. Thus, the long-term goal—
again, this linkage in this amendment
of tax relief, or holding one hostage for
the other—is not the right thing to do
for our Medicare beneficiaries.

For the 35 million seniors and 5 mil-
lion individuals with disabilities who
are out there, why hold them hostage?
Why not go to the underlying budget
proposal, which I believe has the more
responsible link; and that is, yes, pre-
scription drug coverage—it has to be
there—it is health care security but
linking it to modernization, reform of
our Medicare system. That should be
our long-term goal.

Prescription drug coverage should be
brought into the system alongside phy-
sician services, hospital services, facili-
ties services, medical devices where
you can consider them all, not as some
freestanding plan saying drugs are over
there. Those drugs are just as impor-
tant as that surgical knife that I once
wielded. We need a seamless system, a
coordinated care approach.

On this issue, again, we are talking
about the budget. But it is important
for all of our colleagues to understand
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this linkage that I believe is so impor-
tant of bringing prescription drugs in,
because it is this whole range of tools
that physicians and health care pro-
viders need in order to guarantee af-
fordable high-quality care.

Now is not the time to institu-
tionalize freestanding plans which re-
sult in further fragmentation. If we
pass a freestanding plan, it is likely to
result in further fragmentation of the
system when we need seamless, coordi-
nated care.

We have moved today, in the year
2000, towards disease management and
coordinated delivery of health care. We
no longer operate under a model where
a surgical procedure is performed and
then the patient is sent to another doc-
tor to treat the headache, and to an-
other doctor to give a device or a pace-
maker. We want that seamless manage-
ment. That is why prescription drugs
must be made a part of the overall,
comprehensive reform of our Medicare
system.

Less than 10 years ago, the Medicare
trustees estimated that the Medicare
Part A Trust Fund, otherwise known as
the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund,
would be insolvent in 1999. Since then,
the Trustees’ solvency estimates of the
Part A Trust Fund have fluctuated tre-
mendously. As little as five years ago
the Part A Trust Fund was expected to
be depleted by 2002. In 1996 and 1997, in-
solvency was estimated in the year
2001, in 1998, it was projected for 2008,
in 1999 for 2015, and in the year 2000,
Medicare bankruptcy is projected for
2023. It might seem strange that insol-
vency dates could fluctuate so dramati-
cally—a 21-year range—over a 5-year
period. The reason for this is simple.
The Medicare Trustees’ reports are es-
timates—estimates based on assump-
tions regarding growth in expenditures
in the Medicare program, economy, life
expectancy, and the like, which are
continually changing. Therefore, any
interpretation of these reports must be
made with the understanding that as
early as the following year, program
insolvency estimates may look dra-
matically different. History has shown
us as much.

Equally important, the definition of
‘‘solvency’’ itself calls for further ex-
amination. The historic concept of
Medicare’s solvency is one that has
been partially and inappropriately bor-
rowed from Social Security and has
never fully reflected the fiscal integ-
rity of the Medicare program. Solvency
in Medicare is not the same as solvency
in Social Security. The Social Security
Trust Funds are funded exclusively
through payroll taxes, so it is rel-
atively easy to determine when Social
Security expenditures are projected to
exceed income.

Medicare, however, is funded by a
combination of payroll taxes, general
revenue, and beneficiary premiums, di-
vided between two separate trust
funds—Part A and Part B. Addition-
ally, the ratio of these revenue streams
has changed over time such that a

greater portion of Medicare expenses is
now paid by general revenues through
the Part B Trust Fund, and a relatively
smaller portion is paid by payroll taxes
and beneficiary premiums—than was
originally intended when the program
was first enacted. The payroll tax sup-
porting the Social Security Trust
Funds is limited both by its rate and
the wage base on which that rate is ap-
plied. Medicare’s funding has an unlim-
ited taxable wage base and therefore no
limit on the maximum tax. The Part A
Trust Fund is funded by a payroll tax
of 1.45 percent on all earnings in cov-
ered employment and 2.9 percent for
the self employed. In sum, the sources
of funding for the Medicare program
are numerous, unlimited and divided
among trust funds, making the true
test for program solvency much more
complicated than Social Security.

Today, almost equal numbers of sen-
iors and disabled, about 39 million
total, are enrolled in both Parts A and
B of the program. Part B spending rep-
resents nearly 40 percent of total pro-
gram expenditures and that number
will increase significantly, reaching 50
percent by 2020, as Part B spending
continues to grow at twice the rate of
Part A. So why is it that only 60 per-
cent of program spending—the Part A
Trust Fund only—is used to determine
the financial health of Medicare as a
whole?

Actually, the notion of Part A ‘‘sol-
vency’’, or rather ‘‘insolvency’’, has
been used as political leverage to shift
more Medicare financing to Part B and
draw on general revenues. This not
only fundamentally alters the way the
Part A Trust Fund is financed by mov-
ing away from payroll financing to-
ward a formal commitment of future
general fund revenues, but also sends a
false sense of security to the American
public regarding the true financial
health of the program.

An example, in is the Balanced Budg-
et Act of 1997, where Congress passed
legislation that shifted a major portion
of home health expenditures—approxi-
mately $80 billion—from Part A to Part
B. By doing so, the fiction of Part A
Trust Fund ‘‘solvency’’ was extended
from 2002 to 2008. However, this shift
increased the draw on general revenues
tremendously. Worse, it continued to
mask the financial instability of the
program and made it easier to allow
fiscal imbalances to go unnoticed.

In addition, although insolvency
dates are often used to determine when
the Part A Trust Fund can no longer
sustain the program, there is another
important element that must not be
overlooked—that is trust fund assets.
Long before the insolvency date is
reached, the Part A Trust Fund must
draw upon its assets to continue to
fund the program. These assets are
really a claim on the Treasury. When
the trust fund runs a cash deficit, like
the Part A Trust Fund has been doing
since 1992, these securities are re-
deemed to pay for program costs. For
instance, this year the Medicare Trust-

ees Report indicates that the Part A
Trust Fund will remain solvent until
2023. This only occurs, however, be-
cause securities are redeemed in order
to pay for program costs, beginning in
2015. The reality is in 2015, the Part A
Trust Fund will begin a deficit again
where program expenditures will ex-
ceed income. To redeem the securities
necessary to keep the program solvent
until 2023, the government as a whole
must come up with the cash by either
increasing taxes, reducing spending or
borrowing from the public. This is all
in light of the fact that any small shift
in the economy, program expenditures
or health care costs could greatly af-
fect not only the date in which the pro-
gram falls into a cash deficit, but also
when insolvency is reached.

The Congressional Budget Office re-
ports that Medicare spending will grow
at an annual average rate of 7.1 percent
over the next 10 years. The Medicare
Trustees report highlights the 38 per-
cent growth in the Part B trust fund
over the past 5 years, with these
growth rates expected to continue and
even increase. Clearly, addressing the
financial health of the Medicare pro-
gram by looking at approximately one-
half of the total program expenditures
is not only misleading, but also a mis-
representation of the programs finan-
cial viability—to our nation’s Medicare
beneficiaries and the public at large.

Even the Medicare Trustees acknowl-
edge that future operations of the Part
A Trust Fund will be very sensitive to
future economic, demographic, and
health cost trends and could differ sub-
stantially from 2023 insolvency projec-
tions estimated this year. Medicare has
never had a trust fund balance at the
beginning of any year that could cover
much more than one year’s worth of
expenditures. In 1996, the program was
able to fund a little more than one
year’s worth of expenditures, the high-
est ratio yet, but in 1983 the Part A
Trust Fund would have only been able
to fund one-fifth of Medicare program
expenditures—and in 1999 only 92%.

You see, we can continue to kid our-
selves into believing that Medicare is
financially stable. We can address only
a fraction of the program and shift
numbers until the program looks sol-
vent on paper. But the truth is the
Medicare program is in great financial
trouble and fast approaching a finan-
cial crisis. Without addressing Medi-
care’s fundamental programmatic and
financial problems, combined with the
huge demographic shift of baby
boomers in a decade, Medicare will go
bankrupt at the expense of Americans
who need and deserve quality, afford-
able health care. As we continue to dis-
cuss the addition of a new entitlement
to Medicare—outpatient prescription
drugs—I urge my colleagues to care-
fully consider the fragile financial con-
dition the program is in.

I believe there is consensus among
many of us here this morning—much of
which has been heard over the last
twenty four hours—to include an out-
patient prescription drug benefit in the
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Medicare program this year. I agree
completely. More than ever, as a physi-
cian, I understand the need to ensure
our nation’s seniors and individuals
with disabilities have access to life-
saving drugs. But I also believe that we
all have a responsibility to ensure that
Medicare is viable and can be sustained
with any new benefit that is added. I
want to be able to guarantee my fellow
Tennesseans and every Medicare bene-
ficiary health care security. This is not
an easy task—and it is tempting to
avoid the difficult discussions and deci-
sions that must be made to address the
overall programmatic and financial
health of Medicare. But we owe it to
our grandmothers and grandfathers,
our children and even ourselves to be
responsible in developing an outpatient
prescription drug benefit to ensure
Medicare will be available now and
well into the future.

I thank the chairman for bringing
forth a budget that sets aside funding
specifically for Medicare and out-
patient prescription drugs. And again I
reiterate that the amendment put
forth by Senator ROBB and his Demo-
cratic colleagues is unnecessary. The
Republican-supported budget resolu-
tion sets aside $40 billion over the next
5 years for Medicare and the inclusion
of an outpatient prescription drug ben-
efit. In addition, it also provides relief
to hard-working Americans who are
being taxed at the highest rate in the
peacetime history of this country.
Both are high priorities—they are not
mutually exclusive. We should not be
pitting the health of our nation’s Medi-
care beneficiaries against tax relief. It
is unfair and it is irresponsible to do
so. Both are critical to this budget and
can be done—and we will continue to
work hard to reach these important
goals.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the
majority’s time has expired.

The Senator from Nevada has 25 min-
utes.

Mr. FRIST. May I yield myself 3
more minutes?

Mr. REID. As long as we vote at 10:48.
Mr. FRIST. I yield myself 3 more

minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has no more time to yield.
The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I say to my friend from

Tennessee, we have 5 speakers to take
up our time. We have no more time. If
he wants to extend the time to vote,
that is fine with me. That would be
10:48.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
10 minutes left on the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no time remaining on the majority
side.

The vote is set for 10:45.
Mr. REID. I yield 5 minutes to the

Senator from Louisiana.
Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Senator

from Nevada for yielding me 5 minutes.
It is interesting to hear discussion

and debate in the Congress on the ques-

tion of prescription drugs for seniors
and the Medicare program. There is no
one in this Congress I know who is
going to come to the floor of the Sen-
ate and say: I am opposed to giving
seniors prescription drugs. That is not
the issue. I think there is almost unan-
imous agreement by everyone in the
Congress that prescription drugs today
are as important as a hospital bed was
in 1965 when the Medicare program was
first established.

In that period of time, Members of
Congress said: We have to pay for sen-
iors’ hospital stays, and we have to pay
for their doctors’ treatment. But at
that time, prescription drugs was not
that big of a deal in the sense of being
something that helped people, in fact,
stay out of hospitals and be cured of
what ailed them in medical terms.

Today, it is quite different. Today,
prescription drugs keep people out of
hospitals as well as cure them from dis-
eases that formerly were thought to be
incurable. The question today is not
whether Medicare, which serves almost
40 million seniors, should cover pre-
scription drugs. The answer is, of
course, it should. The question is, How
do we go about doing it and when do we
do it? That is what the subject of this
debate is all about.

There are some on the Democratic
side who make the point with the Robb
amendment today that we should add
prescription drugs to Medicare before
we do tax cuts that are excessive. Ex-
cessive tax cuts? What is excessive?
One hundred fifty billion over 10 years?
How about $25 billion over 10 years? Is
that excessive? The point made by
many of my Democratic colleagues is,
do prescription drugs before you do ex-
cessive tax cuts.

On the other hand, Republican col-
leagues take the approach, let’s do pre-
scription drugs but make sure we do re-
form of the program at the same time.
In other words, don’t put the cart be-
fore the horse, as so many of my Re-
publican colleagues have said.

I share the concern that just adding
prescription drugs to a program that
last year spent $7 billion more than we
took in is certainly not helping the sol-
vency of the Medicare plan. Does it
make people feel good about adding
prescription drugs? Yes? But does it do
anything to fix a program that spent $7
billion more than it took in? It doesn’t
do that at all. In fact, it makes it more
difficult for the program to provide the
benefits that are necessary for our sen-
iors.

The latest analysis by the Medicare
trustees says the program is OK until
the year 2023. Tell that to the nursing
homes. Tell them it is all right that
they are being cut and put into bank-
ruptcy and put out of business. Tell the
rural hospitals of America the program
is in great shape, when many of them,
in fact, do not get enough money to
stay open and treat the Medicare pa-
tients we are talking about. Tell the
home nursing facilities that are going
bankrupt and being put out of business:
The program is fine; don’t worry.

The truth is, the trustees looked only
at Part A. They did not look at Part B,
which is growing at almost 40 percent
annually and is expected to increase
even further.

It is absolutely clear that we make a
serious mistake if we do one without
the other. As Senator MOYNIHAN, rank-
ing Democrat on the Finance Com-
mittee said:

Medicare reform is the price you must pay
for adding prescription drugs to the program.

That makes a lot of sense. If we do
the dessert before we do the spinach,
no one is going to be around to eat the
spinach. We are all going to issue a
press release and say: We added pre-
scription drugs; isn’t that a great
thing?

It is the right thing to do, if we do it
in the context of reforming the pro-
gram and taking it out of the 1960s and
bringing it into the 21st century.

Some say: Just add more money to
the program and we will fix it. I have
drawn the analogy that it is like add-
ing more gasoline to a 1965 automobile.
It is still going to run like an old car.

The fundamental problem we have is
to reform the program, the delivery
system. We cannot continue to micro-
manage Medicare with 133,000 pages of
regulations, three times more than the
IRS, where every time someone wants
to do something differently, they have
to come to Washington and get an act
of Congress to add a treatment or to
subtract a treatment.

I conclude by saying, yes, I am for
prescription drugs. Yes, we agree on
the amount that needs to be spent.
But, yes, we should also do it in the
context of reforming the program.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I will
make a few points about the budget
resolution.

First of all, I am quite concerned
that the budget fails to set the right
priorities. At least when we listen to
the American people as to what their
priorities are, this budget resolution
before us does not fit, does not manage.

Once again, this budget resolution
emphasizes massive tax cuts at the ex-
pense of most everything else. I don’t
think that is where most Americans
are. It might not be readily apparent
that this budget resolution emphasizes
massive tax cuts. For example, last
year’s budget provided for a tax cut of
$792 billion. This year’s provides for a
tax cut of only $150 billion. So at first
glance, one might say the tax cut this
year is a lot less than one-fifth of the
one proposed last year and the one that
was rejected last year. But that is only
at first glance. One has to compare not
apples with oranges but apples with ap-
ples.

Last year’s budget was based on 10-
year projections; this year’s is based on
5-year projections. So if you compare
apples with apples, by looking at the 5-
year projections, you see that last
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year’s budget resolution would have
cut taxes by $156 billion, almost pre-
cisely the same as this year’s budget
resolution. In other words, it is the
same big tax cut, when extended out 10
years as opposed to five. In fact, 98 per-
cent of the projected on-budget sur-
pluses in this budget resolution would
be used for tax cuts. But the authors of
the resolution fiddled with the ac-
counting periods to make it look a lit-
tle bit smaller.

I don’t buy it. I think that is wrong.
We should assume that a tax cut that
has virtually the same effect over 5
years also would have virtually the
same effect over 10 years. Therefore, it
is the same old, excessive, unpopular,
proposal in a new flashy suit, the one
the American people rejected last year.
Once they know what is in this budget
resolution, I am sure they will have the
same feeling; that is, not be in favor of
it. It is the wrong priority. In other
words, this is a tax cut of about $800
billion over 10 years which will make
impossible other popular American pri-
orities.

Don’t get me wrong. I believe there is
room for a reasonable tax cut. I think
most Americans think there is room
for a reasonable tax cut. But it should
be targeted and it should be one that
provides relief to working families,
people who really need the help. The
budget resolution must leave room for
other national priorities.

In particular, we must take this won-
derful opportunity we have to reduce
the national debt. I don’t know how
many times we are going to have this
opportunity again. We have it today
with a very prosperous economy and
with large projected budget surpluses.
We should take advantage of this op-
portunity that we have during this
year, and the next couple of years, to
dramatically reduce our approximately
$7 trillion national debt. That should
be a higher priority. It is not a high
priority in this budget resolution.

The budget resolution should also
clearly provide for full prescription
drug coverage, as the Robb amendment
would do. Prescription drugs are more
effective than ever before in maintain-
ing health. They are also much more
expensive, leaving many seniors with a
choice of either buying groceries or
paying for prescriptions.

I have seen it, Mr. President. I have
worked at a drugstore, and I have seen
seniors faced with this choice. It is a
very unhappy sight. Our elderly need
help now. We have heard comments
from Senators who say, shouldn’t pre-
scription drug coverage be folded into
general Medicare reform? Ideally, it
should be, but we have to do the best
we can with what we have. I say it is
important because seniors need help
now. We can’t wait for an abstraction
of help in the future. We need it now.
Clearly, we should enact prescription
drug benefits this year.

While seniors make up 12 percent of
our Nation’s population, they account
for only about 30 percent of all pre-

scription drug spending. Twelve per-
cent of our population are seniors, but
they account for 30 percent of all drug
spending. And while about a third of
seniors lack drug coverage overall,
that number increases to nearly 50 per-
cent in rural areas. Thirty percent of
Americans do not have coverage for
prescription drugs, overall, in America.
In rural America, it is closer to 50 per-
cent.

In Montana, there is very little em-
ployer-provided coverage. Medigap—
the program which is insurance cov-
erage to pay for the difference between
Medicare and the cost—coverage is
much too expensive in America, par-
ticularly in Montana, and there is no
Medicare managed care in Montana.
That is right. Until January of this
year, my State of Montana had only
one Medicare HMO, providing quality
care and drug coverage to about 2,600
seniors in Billings, MT. But now that
plan has pulled out, leaving those sen-
iors without a drug benefit. So we have
no managed care Medicare program in
Montana because it is too expensive.
We don’t have the population to pro-
vide it. Our seniors are being left out in
the cold. In my mind, providing seniors
with a prescription drug benefit is a
top priority, and it should be part of
this budget resolution.

I also want to make a point about
the so-called marriage penalty. I sup-
port the Hutchison amendment. I agree
that, as that amendment says, we
should pass legislation which begins to
reduce the marriage penalty. But I
would like to add a word of caution.

Listening to some of the debate here,
it almost sounds as if the majority is
for marriage and that anyone who
questions their proposal is against
marriage. Nothing could be further
from the truth. Marriage is a great in-
stitution; I am all for it. It is one of
the most wonderful institutions de-
vised by the human race. But the pro-
posal before us and the challenge be-
fore us is not quite as simple as some
might like it to be. After all, the so-
called marriage penalty is not some-
thing that was intentionally cooked up
to penalize married people and reward
sinners. Rather, it is an unintended off-
shoot of some very difficult, complex
decisions that have to be made about
our tax system, such as how to tax in-
dividuals compared with married cou-
ples, which is not an easy question to
answer, and how to tax married couples
who have a different distribution of in-
come between spouses. Sometimes that
is difficult to do.

We have wrestled with this problem
since virtually the inception of the Tax
Code. The current system, which sets
the ‘‘break points’’—that is, 15 percent,
21 percent, 28 percent—and the various
brackets for individuals at about 60
percent of those for couples filing joint
returns, was established in 1969 in the
tax reform bill signed by President
Nixon. So the basic concept we have
was enacted in 1969, again, and signed
in by President Nixon.

It was set in response to a very le-
gitimate concern at that time. That
concern was that previous rates were
unfair to individuals. So the current
system, where we have to correct the
mistake that was biased against indi-
viduals, now is the one we are dealing
with to make sure marrieds are treated
fairly as well.

There is no easy, pat solution to this
problem that doesn’t create additional
problems. For example, it is mathe-
matically impossible to have a neutral
marriage tax—or it is neutral to all
married couples if at the same time we
want a progressive tax system—and we
do—and if at the same time we want all
married couples who have the same
total married income to be taxed
equally, as we do. It is mathematically
impossible to accomplish those objec-
tives altogether. I could insert proof of
that into the RECORD. That is to say,
when you try to adjust the rates, you
are going to cause inequities elsewhere,
as to what the taxes might be on
marrieds versus individuals. It is not
an easy thing to do.

In fact, the bill reported by the Fi-
nance Committee does not eliminate
the marriage penalty; it merely re-
duces the penalty. At the same time,
over half of the total relief the bill re-
ported out by the Finance Committee
goes to married couples who don’t pay
any marriage penalty today whatso-
ever.

This bill is somewhat a marriage pen-
alty relief bill, but the Democratic al-
ternative proposed by the Finance
Committee, particularly by our rank-
ing member, Senator MOYNIHAN, is a
better approach. Why? First of all, it is
less costly and much more targeted. It
targets every dollar to the couples who
actually are facing a marriage penalty.
In other words, it is more targeted, in
my judgment, and more responsible.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BAUCUS. Might I have 1 more
minute?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The time is al-
ready allocated. I am sorry. We owe
our friends on the other side a couple
minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. Apropos the discussion
we just had about 15 minutes ago.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We had a good
advantage of time here, so if the Sen-
ator might wrap it up.

Mr. BAUCUS. How about 30 seconds?
Mr. LAUTENBERG. OK.
Mr. BAUCUS. To sum up, the budget

resolution before us does not reflect
the priorities of the American people.
That is clear. The American people do
not want 98 percent of the surplus to be
allocated to tax cuts. I daresay the ma-
jority of Americans want a large part
of it targeted to debt relief, paying off
the national debt, something targeted
for a marriage penalty, something tar-
geted for prescription drugs, and just
to do things right, not make a political
statement.

I thank my colleagues and yield the
floor.
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Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I

yield 41⁄2 minutes to the Senator from
Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, budgets
aren’t just about charts and graphs and
cold figures on a sheet of paper. Budg-
ets are about the hopes and aspirations
of the American people and our core
values. In my view, if the Senate passes
the Robb amendment this morning, it
will send a message to the millions of
senior citizens and families across this
country that their hope of prescription
drug coverage under Medicare is a pri-
ority for the Senate.

If the Senate passes the Robb amend-
ment, it will be a chance to build on
the progress that was made on the pre-
scription drug issue in the Budget
Committee. I particularly thank my
colleagues, Senator SNOWE and Senator
SMITH. In the Budget Committee, we
were able to lock in a hard figure of $40
billion to start this prescription drug
program.

Just as important, in the Budget
Committee, there is a stipulation that
if the Finance Committee doesn’t act
on the prescription drug issue on or
about September 1 of this year, it is
possible for any Member of this Senate,
without points of order, to come di-
rectly to the floor. So we have been
able to register our commitment be-
hind the urgency of prescription drug
coverage for older people.

The Robb amendment recognizes that
the revolution in modern health care
has bypassed the Medicare program.
Every major private sector player in
the health care field understands that
pharmaceuticals are essential because
they help to keep people well. Medicare
Part A, on the other hand, will pay
thousands of dollars for senior citizens’
hospital bills, but Medicare Part B will
not pay for outpatient prescription
drug coverage to help older people stay
well.

So that is why this is so important to
the American people, and the Robb
amendment says to all of those senior
citizens who are breaking their pills in
half because they can’t afford their
medicine or taking two pills when they
ought to be taking three, who ought to
be taking a drug such as Lipitor to deal
with cholesterol and blood pressure and
can’t afford it, we have heard that, we
understand how important this cov-
erage is to older people.

If we pass the Robb amendment, it
will not be possible for Members of this
body to get to the end of the session
and then say, gee, there just wasn’t
time to deal with this issue that is so
important to seniors and families.

This amendment is critical to the
hopes and aspirations of the American
people. They are asking that prescrip-
tion drug coverage be added to this
program.

I yield the floor.
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise

on an issue of critical importance to
seniors in Maryland and across the

United States. That issue is the need
for Medicare coverage of prescription
drugs.

‘‘Honor your father and mother’’ is
not only a good commandment to live
by, it is a good public policy to govern
by. It should be a priority not only in
the federal law books, but in the fed-
eral checkbook. And I believe that pro-
viding a Medicare drug benefit is a per-
fect way of honoring our fathers and
mothers. That is why I’m proud to
stand in support of Senator ROBB’s
amendment, which says that a Medi-
care drug benefit is more important
than tax cuts.

The Medicare Program has been a
tremendous success story. It has re-
duced poverty among the elderly by al-
most two-thirds since it was created in
1965. But the world has changed in the
last 35 years. In 1965, people feared the
costs of hospitalization. One major ill-
ness, which years ago often resulted in
a hospital stay of several weeks or even
months, could bankrupt many families.
Today, people fear the costs of chronic
care. They need help with the costs of
prescription drugs that control chronic
conditions and keep people out of the
hospital. Many of these life-saving
medicines are the result of American
medical science and breakthroughs
made in this country. I feel very
strongly that all Americans should
have access to those breakthroughs.
We must act now to ensure that they
do.

In my home state of Maryland, al-
most 560,000 seniors rely on Medicare.
That number is likely to increase to
more than 1 million people by the year
2025. Unfortunately, 3 in every 4 of
those seniors does not have decent, de-
pendable private sector drug coverage
today. At least one-third don’t have
any drug coverage at all, and their op-
tions for getting coverage are limited.
Joining a Medicare HMO is an option
for some, but not for seniors in the 17
rural counties of my state. And the
other alternative, which is buying a
Medigap policy, is expensive. The
monthly premium for a policy with
drug benefits averages about $136 na-
tionwide, which means that Medigap
policies are out of reach for many.

One of the most important things I
do as a United States Senator is listen
to the people and the stories of their
lives. And the problems people are hav-
ing getting the drugs they need is
something I’ve heard a lot about late-
ly. In the last 6 months, I’ve gotten
more than 200 letters and literally
thousands of telephone calls from sen-
iors and their families about the hard-
ships that the high cost of prescription
drugs and lack of insurance coverage
are causing them. For example, an 84
year old woman from the Eastern
Shore who is blind and has diabetes
told me that she takes 11 medicines
every day and is spending $275 of her
$800 monthly income on prescription
drugs. The son of a 91 year old woman
wrote me to say that his mother spends
one-third of her income on her medica-

tions, and often takes her daily medi-
cine every other day to make it last
longer. This is simply unacceptable.
Prescription medicines are now an es-
sential part of modern medicine, and
are an essential thread that must be
woven into the safety net for seniors.

Thanks to the leadership of Senator
DASCHLE, Senate Democrats have come
together to agree on basic principles
that should serve as a blueprint for ac-
tion. We have agreed that a Medicare
drug benefit should be:

1. Voluntary: Medicare beneficiaries
who now have dependable, affordable
prescription drug coverage should be
able to stick with what they’ve got.

2. Accessible: A hallmark of Medicare
is that all beneficiaries have access to
dependable health care. The same
should hold true of a prescription drug
benefit.

3. Meaningful: A Medicare drug ben-
efit should make a difference in the
lives of seniors by helping protect them
from excessive out-of-pocket costs.

4. Affordable: The benefit should be
affordable both for beneficiaries and
for the Medicare program. Medicare
should contribute enough toward the
prescription drug premium to make it
affordable and attractive for all bene-
ficiaries and to ensure the viability of
the benefit. Low-income beneficiaries
should receive extra help with prescrip-
tion drug premiums and cost sharing.

This amendment simply says that we
must provide a Medicare prescription
drug benefit before we provide tax cuts.
And I think that shows that we’ve got
our priorities in the right order. The
constituents who have written and
called me to ask why they or their par-
ents can’t get the medicines they need
don’t want to hear about a tax cut.
They want to hear that Medicare cov-
ers prescription drugs. That’s why I
will continue to fight to make access
to prescription medicines a reality for
seniors in Maryland and across the na-
tion, and why I urge my colleagues to
join me in support of Senator ROBB’s
amendment. Thank you.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the pending Robb amend-
ment to prevent the Majority from
spending almost all of the non-Social
Security surplus on tax breaks instead
of prescription drug coverage for senior
citizens.

Ensuring that older Americans have
access to prescription drugs should be
one of our top priorities, but the Ma-
jority is clearly more interested in en-
acting deep and unwarranted tax cuts.
The Majority’s FY 2001 Budget Resolu-
tion includes a deadline for consider-
ation of their tax cut plan, but no date
is set for establishing a prescription
drug benefit. With this amendment, we
would clarify that funding a prescrip-
tion drug benefit for Medicare bene-
ficiaries will be given a higher priority
than tax cuts that primarily benefit
the wealthy.

Prescription medication is now es-
sential to quality medical care, but
many senior citizens cannot afford the
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medicine they need because Medicare
does not cover the cost of prescription
drugs. When Medicare was created, it
was modeled after a health care deliv-
ery system focused on inpatient hos-
pital care. Today, drugs are as impor-
tant as a hospital bed was in 1965, but
over 13 million seniors have absolutely
no assistance covering the cost of pre-
scription medication. Medicare must
be updated to include a prescription
drug benefit.

Seniors need prescription drug cov-
erage more than the average citizen be-
cause they generally live on fixed in-
comes and suffer from chronic diseases
requiring drug therapy. To make mat-
ters worse, the cost of prescription
drugs has been rising dramatically over
the past few years. In addition, older
Americans without any prescription
drug coverage pay significantly more
than HMOs, insurance companies, Fed-
eral health programs, and other fa-
vored customers for the same pharma-
ceuticals.

Currently, seniors can obtain some
coverage for drugs by joining Medicare
HMOs. But, these HMOs are not avail-
able in many parts of the country, par-
ticularly in the rural areas. Moreover,
Medicare HMOs are sharply cutting
back on the drug benefits they offer.

Medicare beneficiaries may also pur-
chase drug coverage through Medigap
insurance policies. However, these
plans are extremely expensive and gen-
erally provide inadequate coverage. In
addition, for most Medigap plans, the
premiums substantially increase with
age. Thus, just as beneficiaries need
drug coverage the most and are least
able to afford it, this drug coverage is
priced out of reach. This cost burden
particularly affects women who make
up 73 percent of people over age 85.

Employer-sponsored retiree health
plans generally offer adequate drug
coverage. However, only about one
quarter of Medicare beneficiaries have
access to such plans. In addition,
health care coverage for retirees is de-
clining dramatically. According to a
recent study, only 23 percent of Mary-
land firms now offer retiree health in-
surance.

During the Budget Committee’s
mark-up of the Majority’s budget reso-
lution, I supported an amendment to
make $40 billion available for a pre-
scription drug benefit. This amend-
ment, which was adopted, will hope-
fully inspire action on this issue during
the remaining months of this Congress.
But, in the meantime, we must ensure
that there will be funds available for
this benefit by preventing the Major-
ity’s unreasonable tax cut plan from
consuming the entire on-budget sur-
plus first.

I urge my colleagues to take this op-
portunity to address one of the most
widespread problems facing older
Americans today by guaranteeing our
seniors access to prescription medica-
tions instead of squandering the on-
budget surplus on excessive tax cuts.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
rise in strong support of Senator

ROBB’s amendment to insist that tax
cuts do not take priority over ensuring
that tens of millions of seniors receive
affordable outpatient prescription drug
coverage.

This is a commonsense amendment
about priorities. If we have hundreds of
billions of dollars in the next several
years to spend on tax reductions that
will primarily benefit the wealthiest
Americans—and that’s what my Repub-
lican colleagues are saying when they
voted for $250 billion over 5 years in tax
cuts for some married people just last
week—then we should certainly enact a
meaningful Medicare out-patient drug
benefit first. It’s important to note
that when it comes to tax cuts for mar-
ried people, the Republican proposal
doesn’t even focus on eliminating the
marriage penalty, but rather, gives
large bonuses to only certain upper-in-
come married couples. The cost of the
Senate Finance marriage bonus pro-
posal explodes in the out years. And
yet, when it comes to finding a way to
offer Medicare beneficiaries a prescrip-
tion drug benefit there are all kinds of
ifs and conditions.

Senator ROBB is right to say let’s do
first things first. I urge my colleagues
to vote for his amendment that makes
a statement about our order of pri-
ority. I know too many West Virginia
seniors who too frequently go without
food, or heat, or other necessities be-
cause they are forced to make the ter-
rible choice between the drugs they
need and other necessities of life. This
is just plain wrong. We should provide
all Medicare beneficiaries with a
health care benefit that meets their
needs. It is ludicrous that the Medicare
program doesn’t currently offer this
critical component of health care
today. We should change that, and we
have the resources to do it this year.
We have the resources if we don’t frit-
ter them away by picking favored con-
stituencies for special tax breaks.

Let’s look at the facts about how the
Republican budget treats tax cuts and
how it treats the real hope of many
Americans that we will find a way to
provide a Medicare outpatient prescrip-
tion drug benefit. The Republican
budget’s statement of purpose is to
provide $150 billion in tax cuts over 5
years. It provides the money to the
Senate Finance Committee to do it. It
is a certainty. It will have the protec-
tion of reconciliation.

The Republican budget resolution on
Medicare prescription drugs does noth-
ing more than suspend existing budget
rules to allow for a Medicare drug ben-
efit should the Senate meet its moral
responsibility to provide one. It doesn’t
say do it. It says you can do it. It in-
cludes only a $20 billion placeholder to
finance a drug benefit. Most people
agree that won’t be sufficient to offer a
decent drug benefit to all Medicare
beneficiaries. Moreover, the Repub-
lican budget resolution puts a 3-year
time limit on a possible Medicare drug
benefit—with absolutely no guarantee
that the benefit would be continued

after 2005. The Republican budget reso-
lution also conditions 2004 and 2005
funding of a possible Medicare drug
benefit on Medicare reform. Congress
clearly has not reached any consensus
on how to approach Medicare reform.

Mr. President, we have a unique win-
dow of opportunity to do something
good for millions of seniors and dis-
abled Americans. I strongly urge my
colleagues to do what is right and vote
for the Robb amendment to provide
prescription drug coverage to Medi-
care.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
support the Robb second-degree amend-
ment to help ensure that Congress acts
this year to provide a real prescription
drug benefit for seniors.

Mr. President, prescription drugs are
a vital part of health care in this coun-
try. In fact, senior citizens spend more
of their own money on prescription
drugs than on any other health care
item. If Medicare were enacted today,
it would be unthinkable to create a
benefit package that did not include
prescription drugs.

The resolution before us claims to
provide $40 billion for a drug benefit
through a reserve fund for Medicare.
But there are no reconciliation instruc-
tions to make sure that the Congress
actually acts—unlike the tax breaks,
which the Finance Committee is re-
quired to produce.

Mr. President, this amendment en-
sures that Congress really will act on
prescription drugs, by requiring that
such legislation be enacted before we
take up any tax cut. This makes sure
that we keep our priorities straight.
And that we won’t give tax breaks for
the wealthy a higher priority than life-
saving drugs for seniors.

Why is it so important that we move
on prescription drug legislation this
year? Unfortunately, three of every
four Medicare beneficiaries lack de-
cent, dependable coverage for prescrip-
tion drugs. At least a third of those
people have no drug coverage at all.

And we’re not talking about wealthy
people here. Fifty-four percent of the
people on Medicare without drug cov-
erage earn about $17,000 a year. Most of
those people can’t afford to pay the
high premiums for Medigap coverage.

We just can’t justify a health care
system that forces elderly Americans
to choose between paying for food and
paying for medicine. And that’s what’s
happening today.

Unfortunately, Congress thus far has
failed to act to address the need for
prescription drugs. And I’m afraid that
if we don’t force the issue forward, it
will continue to languish.

Mr. President, let me be clear. I sup-
port targeted tax cuts focused on the
real needs of middle class families. But
I’m not for moving forward use drain
projected surpluses until we’ve pro-
vided seniors with the drugs that could
preserve their health, or even save
their lives.

In my view, before we approve any of
these tax cuts, we should do first
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things first, and pass legislation to pro-
vide prescription drugs to seniors. It’s
simply a question of priorities.

So, Mr. President, I congratulate my
colleague, Senator ROBB, for his leader-
ship on this issue, and I urge support of
his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
parliamentary inquiry: How much time
remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four and
one-half minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will take a
minute and a half, and then yield to
my colleague on the Republican side.

Very simply, I fully support this
Robb second-degree amendment. We
want to be sure that Congress acts this
year to provide a real prescription drug
benefit for seniors. Senator ROBB of-
fered an amendment that very specifi-
cally does that. The only problem we
have that I am concerned about is
there are no reconciliation instruc-
tions. That doesn’t ensure that Con-
gress will act to put this very impor-
tant benefit in place.

Having graduated to that status of
senior citizen, I can tell you this: When
I talk to people in that group, the most
important and worrisome thing they
have in front of them is whether or not
they are going to be able to afford the
drugs, not only to keep them healthy
but also to provide a decent lifestyle.

I commend the Senator from Virginia
for having developed this amendment
because he knows this is the most crit-
ical issue right now affecting the sen-
ior citizens beyond having to preserve
Social Security and Medicare.

I yield the time remaining to my
friend from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank Senator
LAUTENBERG. I yield myself 2 minutes
and yield the remainder of the time to
the Senator from Texas. We have 31⁄2
minutes. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The only
time left is under the control of——

Mr. DOMENICI. He yielded his time.
What is the ruling of the Chair? Do we
have time or not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has yielded to
the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will
be very brief.

This amendment has very little to do
with Medicare. The budget resolution
takes care of Medicare, thanks to a bi-
partisan understanding.

I call to the attention of millions of
newly married couples and all of the
married couples who are filing tax re-
turns this year that this amendment
says you can’t have the marriage tax
penalty that Senator HUTCHISON rec-
ommends on the floor of the Senate,
for the adoption of this amendment in
the name of not having any tax cuts
knocks out the marriage tax penalty
provision. I don’t think that is what
Americans want.

Speaking about what Americans
want, they want us to get rid of the
marriage tax penalty and get rid of it
quick. If you adopt this amendment,
that is gone. All of Senator
HUTCHISON’s work in trying to get us to
vote on this is out the window because
we will have decided that is not in
order. The Senator’s amendment will
not be in order. Reconciliation cannot
include her marriage tax penalty. That
is the issue.

I believe the Senate will overwhelm-
ingly support Senator HUTCHISON and
deny Senator ROBB because there is al-
ready Medicare in this budget resolu-
tion—$40 billion worth. Democrats
crowed on how good it is and all of a
sudden went to the White House and
invented a new thing.

We have taken care of Medicare in
this budget resolution.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, the
Senator from New Mexico is absolutely
right. We are going to take care of
Medicare. We are going to have reform
that includes prescription drugs of
some kind. But we are saying a good
idea is in the wrong place, and it is
going to absolutely eliminate the abil-
ity for us to correct a huge inequity in
the Tax Code. This is not a tax cut. It
is a tax correction. Twenty-one million
American couples pay an average of
$1,400 extra just because they got mar-
ried. A policeman and a schoolteacher
get married and owe $1,000 more in
taxes. This is wrong.

We must go on record saying that we
are not going to tolerate it for one
more minute. The Robb amendment
eliminates our ability to do that. We
cannot allow the Robb amendment to
vitiate all the efforts that we have
made to correct the marriage penalty
tax in this country. We will deal with
prescription drugs. We will deal with
Medicare. We are committed to doing
that, and we are committed to doing it
in this budget.

Thank you, Mr. President.
I urge rejection of the Robb amend-

ment and the passage of the Hutchison-
Ashcroft amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Robb amendment is not germane to the
provisions of the budget resolution. I
therefore raise a point of order against
the amendment under section 305 (b)(2)
of the Budget Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, pursuant
to section 904 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive the
applicable sections of that act for the
pending amendment, and ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The question is on agreeing to the

motion to waive the Congressional

Budget Act in relation to amendment
No. 2915 to amendment No. 2914. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 51,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 52 Leg.]

YEAS—51

Abraham
Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Burns
Byrd
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg

Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Specter
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—49

Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Campbell
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
Domenici
Enzi
Frist
Gorton
Gramm

Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski

Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 51, the nays are 49.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained, and the
amendment falls.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the next vote
in this series be limited to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2914

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2914.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 99,

nays 1, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 53 Leg.]

YEAS—99

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond

Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee, L.
Cleland

Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
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Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye

Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles

Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—1

Voinovich

The amendment (No. 2914) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators
ABRAHAM and LEVIN be recognized as in
morning business for up to 10 minutes
to discuss a resolution relating to the
NCAA tournament and that that time
be counted towards the remaining time
on the budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Michigan.
Mr. DOMENICI. Before the Senator

proceeds, on the next amendment, Sen-
ator BINGAMAN’s amendment, I ask
unanimous consent that the last 2 min-
utes we have on our hour be reserved
out of our overall time on that amend-
ment.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Michigan.
f

CONGRATULATING MICHIGAN
STATE UNIVERSITY MEN’S BAS-
KETBALL TEAM

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to the immediate consid-
eration of S. Res. 281 submitted earlier
by Senator LEVIN and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 281) to congratulate

the Michigan State University Men’s Basket-
ball Team on winning the 2000 National Col-
legiate Athletic Association Men’s Basket-
ball Championship.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the resolution be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 281) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,

reads as follows:
S. RES. 281

Whereas the Michigan State Spartans were
Big Ten Conference regular season co-cham-
pions, and were winners of the Big Ten Con-
ference Tournament, and, with a 26–7 record,
earned a number one seed in the Midwest re-
gion of the 1999–2000 N.C.A.A. Tournament;

Whereas the Michigan State Spartans
proved their dominance over the Midwest
Region in reaching the Final Four, defeating
Valparaiso 65–38, Utah 73–61, Syracuse 75–58,
and Iowa State 75–64;

Whereas in winning the Midwest Region
the Michigan State Spartans reached the
Men’s Final Four for the second year in a
row, last year losing to the Duke University
Blue Devils in the semifinals;

Whereas the Michigan State Spartans
vowed after that loss to return to the Final
Four in 1999–2000, and to settle for nothing
less than the ultimate prize;

Whereas the Michigan State Spartans
moved one step closer to their goal when
they defeated the University of Wisconsin
Badgers 53–41 for the fourth time of the 1999–
2000 season to reach the championship game;

Whereas in that game, the Michigan State
Spartans, with an entire team effort that
demonstrated why college athletics are so
special, defeated the University of Florida
Gators 89–76 on April 3, 2000, and won the
N.C.A.A. Men’s Basketball Championship for
the second time in the history of the pro-
gram;

Whereas Coach Tom Izzo, who hails from
Iron Mountain, Michigan, in only his fifth
year coaching the team, has proven himself
to be one of the finest coaches in Men’s Col-
lege Basketball, and he and his staff instilled
into the Spartans a will to win second to
none, exemplified by their cutthroat defense,
which suffocated many potent offenses
throughout the season, and particularly in
the second half of N.C.A.A. Tournament
games;

Whereas Mateen Cleaves, Morris Peterson,
and A.J. Granger, three seniors who have
been playing together for four years and who
ended their collegiate careers with a win,
spurred this team to victory throughout the
year, Mr. Cleaves with his incredible leader-
ship, Mr. Peterson with his clutch shooting,
and Mr. Granger with his consistent long
marksmanship;

Whereas Mateen Cleaves, Morris Peterson,
and Charlie Bell, three individuals who hail
from Flint, Michigan, and have thus been
given the nickname ‘‘The Flintstones,’’ have
been playing together since elementary
school, and whose comradeship and loyalty
to one another carried out onto the floor,
and made the Spartans team a family off the
floor as well;

Whereas Mateen Cleaves, the fearless cap-
tain of the team and the all-time assist lead-
er in the Big Ten’s history, who led not only
with words but also with the example he set,
who returned to the championship game
after sustaining a high ankle sprain to his
right leg, led his team to the title and, like
a true champion, made good on his word;

Whereas Morris Peterson, named the Big
Ten Conference Player of the Year, saved the
Michigan State Spartans from the clutches
of defeat many times this season, and par-
ticularly in the tournament, with his laser-
like shooting and stingy defense;

Whereas Charlie Bell, perhaps the best re-
bounding guard in the nation, also led the
team with his quickness, tireless defense ef-
fort, and athleticism, and who will be count-
ed upon for his leadership next year;

Whereas A.J. Granger, displayed his awe-
some variety of offensive skills in both as-

sisting on, and hitting, several big shots
when the Spartans needed them most;

Whereas Andre Hutson, the man in the
middle, who was often called on to shut down
the opposing team’s top player, particularly
in the 1999–2000 tournament, handled his job
with a workmanlike skill that defined pro-
fessionalism, and in doing so provided the
Spartans with the whole package the entire
year;

Whereas Mike Chappell, Jason Richardson,
and Aloysius Anagonye, provided the Spar-
tans with quality minutes off the bench all
year, and particularly in the championship
game, where they held their own against the
vaunted Florida bench;

Whereas David Thomas and Adam
Ballinger, provided valuable contributions
throughout the season and the tournament,
both on and off the court, often providing
the Spartans with the lift they needed; and

Whereas the contributions of Steve Cherry,
Mat Ishbia and Brandon Smith, both on the
court and in practice, demonstrated the
total devotion of the Spartans players to the
team concept that made the Spartans into
the most dominating college basketball
team of the new millennium: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the United States Senate
congratulates the Michigan State University
Men’s Basketball Team on winning the 1999–
2000 National Collegiate Athletic Association
Men’s Basketball Championship.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I will
speak briefly about the resolution. I
know my colleague, Senator LEVIN,
will as well.

We rise together today to offer this
resolution and to congratulate the
Michigan State University Spartans
men’s basketball team for their out-
standing victory in the NCAA cham-
pionships which took place Monday
night.

As a graduate of Michigan State, I
am proud of the skill and dedication
shown by our Spartans as they defeated
the Florida Gators by a score of 89–76.

This was a well-earned victory and
the culmination of a splendid season.
Their 32–7 record is a sign of hard prac-
tice, teamwork and an overwhelming
desire to excel.

It also is the result of a long history
of dedication to success on the court.
Mateen Cleaves, Morris Peterson, and
A.J. Granger, three seniors who have
been playing together for four years,
spurred this team to victory through-
out the year. Mateen with his incred-
ible leadership. Morris with his clutch
shooting. And A.J. with his consistent
long marksmanship.

Mateen Cleaves, Morris Peterson, and
Charlie Bell, all hail from Flint, Michi-
gan. As a result, thousands of fans
known them by their nickname, ‘‘The
Flintstones.’’ These three players have
been playing basketball together since
elementary school. Their comradeship
and loyalty to one another carried out
onto the floor throughout the season,
and made the Spartans team a family
off the floor as well.

Andre Hutson, the man in the mid-
dle, was often called on to shut down
the teams top player, particularly in
the 1999–2000 tournament. He handled
his job with a workmanlike approach
that defined professionalism.

Mike Chappell, Jason Richardson,
and Aloysius Anagonye, each provided
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the Spartans with quality minutes off
the bench all year, and particularly in
the championship game, where they
held their own against the vaunted
Florida bench.

David Thomas and Adam Ballinger,
provided valuable contributions
throughout the season and the tour-
nament, both on and off the court,
often providing the Spartans with the
lift they needed. And Steve Cherry,
Mat Ishbia, and Brandon Smith dem-
onstrated the total devotion of the
Spartans players to the team concept
both on the court and in practice.

Finally, a special mention must go to
Head Coach Tom Izzo, who hails from
Iron Mountain, Michigan, and is in
only his fifth year coaching the team.
Coach Izzo has proven himself to be one
of the finest coaches in men’s college
basketball. He and his staff instilled
into the Spartans a will to win second
to none, exemplified by their cutthroat
defense, which suffocated many potent
offenses throughout the season, and
particularly in the second half
N.C.A.A. Tournament games.

Coach Izzo has served as in inspira-
tion to his team, and to young men
throughout Michigan and the nation
who share the spirit and excitement of
the sport of basketball.

I acknowledge his and his family’s
contribution. In fact, I had the pleas-
ure of attending high school with his
wife, Lupe.

Mr. President, I had the opportunity
to attend the championship game, and
I want to compliment everyone associ-
ated with the Spartans for the courage
and class they exhibited throughout
the game, and during the entire season.
Everyone in Michigan—from Copper
Harbor to Monroe, to Niles—should be
proud of what this team has accom-
plished.

In closing, let me say, as a graduate
of Michigan State University and as
one who attended Michigan State at a
time when our basketball program was
not as successful as it has been since
Magic Johnson’s arrival in 1978 and in
the time since, how proud I am of my
alma mater for this great victory for
the Spartans green and white.

I yield the floor to my colleague.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I join Sen-

ator ABRAHAM in sponsoring this reso-
lution which commends and recognizes
the extraordinary successes of the
Michigan State Spartans.

As we speak today, about 150,000 peo-
ple are lining the parade route in Lan-
sing, MI, after a rally at our capitol, to
welcome home and cheer on our heroes.

College athletics is at best about
more than winning. It is about hard
work and determination and relying on
teammates to overcome adversity. The
Michigan State Spartans surely dis-
played all of those characteristics in
their season-long drive to become the
national champions.

Coming off a loss to Duke in the
Final Four last year, many had picked

MSU as this year’s favorite to win the
NCAA Tournament. However, when
star point guard and former Big Ten
Player of the Year Mateen Cleaves was
sidelined with a stress fracture on his
right foot early in the season, the
hopes of a championship season seemed
lost. But the Spartans never gave up.
The rest of the team pulled together to
play the first 13 games of the season
without their emotional leader.

When Mateen returned to the basket-
ball team, MSU went on to win their
third straight Big Ten Championship,
clinching the top seed in the Midwest
region of the NCAA Tournament.

During the NCAA tournament the
Spartans faced many challenges, win-
ning come from behind victories
against Utah, Syracuse, and Iowa State
to reach the Final Four for the second
straight year. After beating conference
rival Wisconsin in the semifinals, the
stage was set for Michigan State to
take home their first National Cham-
pionship title since Magic Johnson led
the Spartans to victory over Indiana
State in 1979.

Monday night the young Florida
Gators played a great game, but their
depth and energy didn’t quite match
the experience and determination of
the Spartans. Mateen Cleaves led the
team in scoring until five minutes into
the second half when he was sent to the
locker room with a sprained ankle.
While many teams would have crum-
bled under the pressure of playing for
the National Championship without
their star player and floor leader, the
Spartans came together like they have
done all season long and their lead over
the Gators grew. When the injured
Cleaves came back onto the floor,
limping up and down the court, his
presence provided the emotional spark
that the team needed to win by a final
score of 89 to 76.

In today’s sports world where, where
many talented young players leave col-
lege early or don’t go at all, and coach-
es skip from team to team it is refresh-
ing to see the kind of dedication that
these student athletes and their coach
have shown. ‘‘The Flintstones’’—sen-
iors Mateen Cleaves and Morris Peter-
son, and junior Charlie Bell, have be-
come heroes and role models to those
from their hometown of Flint. Senior
A.J. Granger’s often unsung heroics
have proved how much these Spartans
value the success of the team over indi-
vidual accolades. The full roster of that
extraordinary team is as follows: Al
Anagonye, Jason Andreas, Adam
Ballinger, Charlie Bell, Mike Chappell,
Steve Cherry, Mateen Cleaves, A.J.
Granger, Lorenzo Guess, Andre Hutson,
Matt Ishbia, Morris Peterson, Jason
Richardson, Brandon Smith, David
Thomas, and Adam Wolfe.

Coach Tom Izzo has spent his entire
career in Michigan, including 12 years
as an assistant under former Michigan
State head coach, Jud Heathcote. They
have set a wonderful example of what
can happen when you are willing to
combine patience, hard work, and dedi-
cation.

Those names belong in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. They are all being hon-
ored here for their teamwork, which
produced a national champion.

Coach Tom Izzo has spent his entire
career in Michigan, including 12 years
as an assistant under former Michigan
State head coach, Jud Heathcote. He
and his assistants have set an extraor-
dinary example of what can happen
when you are willing to combine pa-
tience, hard work, and dedication. In-
deed, the whole Michigan State family
deserves credit because they truly rep-
resent, on and off the court, what we
frequently talk about—family values.
They believe in family, both at home
and on the court. They act as a family
and they play as a family. We owe
them our congratulations and our
thanks for that as well.

There is going to be a long list of
bands in that parade going down Michi-
gan Avenue in a few minutes. Many of
the high school teams from around the
State will be there. They have been in-
vited to march. One of the groups,
though, that I want to make special
mention of in closing is the band from
Tom Izzo’s hometown of Iron Moun-
tain. Tom Izzo is an ‘‘Upper,’’ as we
say; he comes from the UP. His heart
has always been close to Michigan and
Michigan State. He is originally from
the UP. It is a special treat for him and
for all of us that one of the bands
marching down Michigan Avenue today
will be indeed from his hometown of
Iron Mountain.

We also pay tribute to the Florida
Gators. It was an extraordinary game.
They deserve an awful lot of credit for
what they did to bring themselves to
the finals. I am sure that in the future
their heroics will again prove that they
will go far in these NCAA tournaments.
Hopefully, they will again get to the
finals and, hopefully, again lose to a
Michigan team.

Thank you, Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the two Sen-
ators from Connecticut be permitted to
speak as in morning business and that
their comments be counted toward the
remaining time on the budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this will
take about 5 minutes.
f

CONGRATULATING THE WOMEN
UCONN HUSKIES FOR THEIR
NCAA NATIONAL BASKETBALL
CHAMPIONSHIP

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague from Con-
necticut. I appreciate the indulgence of
the chairman while I digress for a cou-
ple of minutes.

My colleagues will understand that
there is a sense of collective pride in
the Nutmeg State among the Con-
necticut delegation over the success on
Sunday night that brought the NCAA
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basketball championship home to Con-
necticut for the second time in 6 years.
The women did a magnificent job. With
all due respect to our colleagues from
Tennessee, the Lady Vols and Pat
Summit, the wonderful coach there,
there has been a wonderful tradition
and competition between these two
schools. They have met twice this
year—a split decision. The University
of Connecticut won its game against
Tennessee in Tennessee, and only a few
weeks later Tennessee brought its
team to Connecticut, and they won on
our home court. So the final game was
sort of a rubber match between these
two very fine programs, wonderfully
coached and well-staffed teams, with
magnificent players.

Senator LIEBERMAN and I feel a sense
of pride, obviously, as our colleagues
would appreciate, that the women’s
basketball team at UConn capped a
dominating 36–1 season in which they
began the season ranked No. 1, and
they ran through the entire season
ranked No. 1, and now finished ranked
No. 1 and national champs, with a deci-
sive victory of 71–52.

All of the years have been memorable
for a team which has now recorded 14
consecutive winning seasons and 12
consecutive NCAA tournament appear-
ances, including the landmark 1994–95
championship season in which the
UConn women never lost a game, and
this season in which they only lost
one—a loss avenged on Sunday when
they beat Tennessee in the final tour-
nament game, having lost to them in
our home court.

This second national title only seals
the legacy of the UConn women’s bas-
ketball program as one of the best pro-
grams of the 1990s. So it is appropriate
that they mark the turn of the millen-
nium with this victory. For Shea
Ralph, the tireless team leader, and the
Final Four’s Most Outstanding Player,
the triumph was even sweeter. She re-
turned to play this year after spending
last season on the sidelines with her
second knee injury in 2 years. Her dedi-
cation reflects the spirit of this entire
team. All who watched the tenacity
and determination with which she
played will certainly agree with those
statements.

What stands out about these women
is their ability to accomplish just as
much off the court. Ten players since
the 91–92 season have made the school’s
dean’s list, and UConn boasts a 100-per-
cent graduation rate for recruited stu-
dent athletes. Every recruited fresh-
man who has played for Head Coach
Geno Auriemma at Connecticut and
completed her eligibility has obtained
her undergraduate degree.

Since Coach Auriemma arrived on
campus in Storrs in 1985, when the
team had seen only one winning sea-
son, he has compiled 393 wins and the
third highest winning percentage
among active Division I coaches: nine
Big East regular season titles, eight
Big East tournament championships,
and two NCAA national champion-

ships. Coach Auriemma has again been
named National Coach of the Year—for
the third time in his career—and has
been honored three times, as well, as
the Big East Conference Coach of the
Year.

Mr. President, as a fan myself, along
with my friend and colleague, Senator
LIEBERMAN, we want to take a moment
to voice the importance of this team to
the State of Connecticut. The Con-
necticut Huskies have ranked No. 1 in
the Nation in home attendance for the
past 6 years, attracting close to 1 mil-
lion fans at UConn’s Gampel Pavilion.
This kind of support is exciting, espe-
cially in a State surrounded with tal-
ented pro sports teams, but with very
few of its own.

This team has reinforced the impor-
tance of women’s athletics at the colle-
giate level—including issues such as
title IX—and whether it is Connecticut
or Tennessee or another worthy team, I
am pleased to see such a high level of
attention and excitement nationwide
for women’s college athletics, and par-
ticularly for basketball.

It was in 1995 when we last congratu-
lated a national champion UConn wom-
en’s team. The future of graduating
players that year in the sport they
grew up playing was limited to involve-
ment in training or coaching at colle-
giate and high school levels. Today, we
should all be proud of the fact that
these champions may go on to follow
their ‘‘hoop dreams,’’ if you will, and
continue to inspire the dreams of oth-
ers by playing basketball profes-
sionally.

I congratulate everybody involved in
this great victory on a memorable
tournament and season, including All-
Americans Svetlana Abrosimova and
Shea Ralph, as well as Sue Bird, Asjha
Jones, Tamika Williams, Kelly
Schumacher, Swin Cash, Marci Czel,
Stacy Hansmeyer, and many other tal-
ented players; Coach Ariemma, Asso-
ciate Head Coach Chris Dailey, and As-
sistant Coaches Tonya Cardoza and
Jamelle Elliott.

Again, we look forward to a wonder-
ful season next year. We welcome them
to Washington, and invite our col-
leagues to meet them when they come
here.

At the appropriate time, Senator
LIEBERMAN and I will submit a resolu-
tion regarding this great success the
other night.

I yield to my colleague from Con-
necticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my friend and colleague.

I am delighted in the midst of this
debate on the budget, which sometimes
lacks exhilaration, to interject, along
with our friends from Michigan, a note
of euphoria. This euphoria, of course, is
of the basketball variety.

We are just days removed from the
completion of that exhilarating spring
spectacle we’ve come to know as March
Madness—the National Collegiate Ath-

letic Association Basketball Tour-
nament. And here in the Nation’s Cap-
ital, Senator DODD and I are very fortu-
nate and proud to be establishing a
spring rite of our own: coming to the
floor on behalf of grateful fans across
Connecticut—and we would like to
think admiring fans across America—
to praise the incomparable University
of Connecticut Huskies, last year’s
men’s team and this year’s women’s
team champions of the basketball
world once more.

With this victory on Sunday night
defeating archrival Tennessee 71 to 52,
the women Huskies not only earned
their second national championship in
5 years, they also managed to set a
school record for wins with 36 and to
overcome what was their only loss in
an otherwise perfect season to a very
good Tennessee Volunteer team.

As just one measure of the Univer-
sity of Connecticut’s captivating run
to the championship, four of the five
players named to the All-Tournament
team were Huskies, including the tour-
nament’s Most Valuable Player—the
extraordinary and indomitable Shea
Ralph.

In celebrating this tremendous
achievement, we are particularly proud
of our National Coach of the Year,
Geno Auriemma, for whom victory
served on Sunday night as something
of a triumphant homecoming. Geno
was raised in the steel mill town of
Norristown on the outskirts of Philly
by his parents who brought him and his
family from their country of birth,
which was Italy. He was accompanied
to Sunday’s game by his mother,
Marsiella, who watched from the
stands. And, as anybody who watched
the game on television learned, she was
holding a jar of holy water in her lap,
which she sprinkled on Connecticut’s
players for good luck.

They responded by playing what I
would have to call a divinely inspired
game.

It was, if you saw the game, one of
those occasions when everything seems
to come together and go right. It was
an extraordinary experience for those
of us who are the fans of this team.

On Monday, as the dawn came, people
across Connecticut bore witness to a
spectacle that I think few fans of
women athletics could have envisioned
when Congress first passed title IX in
1972. Across the State, from Danbury to
Dayville, from Stamford to
Stonington, communities came to-
gether and exalted in the accomplish-
ments of this great Huskies team, a
celebration equal in intensity to the
one sparked by the men’s champion-
ship last year. The Hartford Courant
thought so much of the Husky victory
that it dedicated its entire front page
to their win, and it says it in one word.
Here is a great picture of our coach,
Geno Auriemma, doing his imperson-
ation of Alan Keyes in the mosh pit
—in this case, the team holding our tri-
umphant coach. The one word which
expresses our attitude in Connecticut
about this great team is ‘‘euphoria.’’
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Huskymania, we have come to learn,

is an equal opportunity experience. In
the town of Storrs, the picturesque,
wooded hamlet that the University of
Connecticut students, faculty, and ad-
ministrators call home, more than 5,000
people turned out Monday for a midday
pep rally of appreciation at the Gampel
Pavilion, where sellout crowds watched
this great team work their magic all
year long. As the celebration grew
more and more boisterous and enthusi-
astic, it seemed hard to believe that
this was the same part of our State
that used to be called ‘‘The Forgotten
Corner,’’ because these days, if you fol-
low college basketball, it is an awfully
hard place to forget.

The fact is, thanks to the Huskies,
Storrs is home to the stars now. We
like to think of it as the ‘‘College
Hoops Capital of America.

Last year, when we came to the floor
to celebrate the men’s victory, I closed
with an impersonation of a University
of Connecticut cheerleader. I was ad-
vised by many people, including my
dear friend and senior colleague, not to
repeat this performance. But you know
that I feel it would be unfair. So very
briefly, U-C-O-N-N, UConn.

Thank you. I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the

last time I saw something like that
was when Senator D’Amato did a tune.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. The Senator, let it
be known, was one of my role models.
I compliment him.

f

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET—
Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 2926

(Purpose: To redirect $28.133 billion of risky
tax schemes toward key education pro-
grams proven to increase student perform-
ance, including programs that ensure
qualified teachers in every classroom;
small classes where every child receives
the attention needed; safe, modern schools;
extra resources for schools with large num-
bers of poor children and resources to turn
around failing schools and implement
tough accountability systems; research-
based early literacy programs; public
school choice programs; and increased Pell
grant funds for students needing financial
assistance for college education)

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. BINGA-
MAN) for himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DODD, Mr. KERRY, and
Mr. WELLSTONE, proposes an amendment
numbered 2926.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by

$1,930,000,000.
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by

$6,230,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$5,480,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,810,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,940,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,930,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$6,230,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$5,480,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,810,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$6,940,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$5,640,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$7,120,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$6,470,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$7,080,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$8,420,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,930,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,230,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$5,480,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$5,810,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$6,940,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,640,000,000.

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,930,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$7,120,000,000.

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by
$6,230,000,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$6,470,000,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,480,000,000.

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by
$7,080,000,000.

On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by
$5,810,000,000.

On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by
$8,420,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$6,940,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,949,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$28,133,000,000.

Add new Section 105, as follows:
SEC. 105. RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC-

TIONS IN THE SENATE.
Not later than September 29, 2000, the Sen-

ate Committee on Finance shall report to
the Senate a reconciliation bill proposing
changes in laws within its jurisdiction nec-
essary to reduce revenues by not more than
$19,000,000 in fiscal year 2001 and $1,743,000,000
for the period of fiscal years 2001 through
2005.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from New Mexico 15 min-
utes off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
to leave the floor for a while. I wanted
to indicate that one-half hour of our
hour in opposition is going to be yield-
ed to the Senator from Texas. He will
have half an hour.

I thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am
offering the amendment on behalf of
myself, Senator KENNEDY, Senator
MURRAY, Senator DODD, Senator
KERRY, Senator DASCHLE, and Senator
WELLSTONE, several of whom will
speak.

It would increase the national invest-
ment in education over the commit-
tee’s mark by $5.6 billion in budget au-
thority in fiscal year 2001.

Let me put up a chart that shows the
difference between our proposed
amendment and the budget resolution.
You can see that the budget resolution
is $75 billion in 2001. Our amendment
will raise that up to $80.64 billion.

It also would increase over a 5-year
period the total amount devoted to
education by $34.7 billion.

This second chart shows the compari-
son between the budget resolution that
came to the floor and what this amend-
ment would do.

In our view, this increase is essential
if we are going to reflect the priorities
of the American people. All of us know
that the top priority of the people we
represent is to see improvements in
education and to see every child in this
country given the opportunity to get a
good education. Clearly, the decisions
we make in this budget resolution will
go a long way to determining whether
that is possible or not.

The amendment I sent to the desk
would use about 15 percent of the pro-
posed Republican tax cut. It would re-
duce the tax cut by that 15 percent in
order to guarantee sufficient funding
for programs that have been proven to
improve student performance in our
public schools and to assist students
seeking a postsecondary education.

What are those programs? That is the
subject of our amendment. The amend-
ment that we are proposing would seek
to protect many such programs.

First, it seeks to protect a program
to increase safety and decrease over-
crowding in our schools by providing
$1.3 billion in grants and loans for ur-
gent repair of 5,000 public elementary
and secondary schools in high-need
areas and by leveraging $25 billion in
interest-free bonds to help build and
modernize 6,000 schools.

The amendment also demonstrates a
national commitment to building and
renovating our schools to make sure
all children are able to study in safe,
modern environments by setting aside
$3.7 billion of the proposed tax cut,
which is just 1.8 percent of the total
tax cut, to back those interest-free
bonds for school construction costs.

These programs I estimate would
provide about $200 million in my home
State of New Mexico where current es-
timates are that school repair and
modernization needs exceed $1.8 bil-
lion. Many schools are overcrowded.
Over 69 percent of our schools in my
State report plumbing and electrical
problems; 75 percent have problems
with environmental factors such as
lighting and heating.

Another program we guarantee fund-
ing in what we believe is a reasonable
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level is the afterschool programs. We
expand existing afterschool programs
so approximately 1.6 million more
school-age children in over 6,000 new
21st century community learning cen-
ters have access to afterschool pro-
grams in safe and drug-free environ-
ments.

The amendment seeks to ensure an
increase of $547 million in these pro-
grams. The estimate for my State
would be about $5.3 million of the total
amount. Also, in this amendment we
support tough accountability standards
for increasing the funding for title I ac-
countability grants by $116 million
over last year’s level, to the level of
$250 million. This is essential to accel-
erate efforts to turn around failing
schools and to implement tough ac-
countability systems.

Under current law, States in districts
receiving funding under the title I pro-
gram, which is every State and most
school districts in the country, are re-
quired to monitor student and school
performance on State assessments
based on State standards. States and
districts are required to take action if
schools are failing. In committee, we
strengthened the accountability sys-
tem, but we did not strengthen it
enough.

During the debate on the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act, I hope
to offer an amendment that strength-
ens it further. Nevertheless, no ac-
countability system is going to prove
effective without the resources to im-
plement. Although most States have
adopted statewide standards, they have
not directed adequate resources to
schools that are failing in order to
meet those standards. Dedicated funds
are necessary to develop improvement
strategies which create rewards and
penalties holding schools accountable
for continuous improvement in their
student performance.

The Federal Government directs over
$8 billion in Federal funding to provide
critical support programs for disadvan-
taged students under title I. However,
the accountability provisions in title I
have not been adequately implemented
due to insufficient resources. The
amendment we are offering today pro-
vides for this critical assistance and
the strict accountability measures for
improvement in student performance
to turn around so-called failing
schools.

My colleagues and I believe this
amendment is necessary because the
proposed budget we are now consid-
ering, if implemented, will make ade-
quate increases in education spending
virtually impossible. Several of my col-
leagues have already pointed out the
proposed budget calls for at least $168
billion in tax cuts over 5 years; that is
the largest tax cut ever proposed.
These tax cuts, at a minimum, leave
nothing in the budget surplus for edu-
cation or for the other priorities so im-
portant to the American people.

Without cutting other programs or
dipping into Social Security, this budg-

et resolution causes Members to choose
between tax cuts and education. Unless
unrealistic cuts are made to nonedu-
cation programs, the Republican budg-
et resolution disregards these and
other national priorities and exhausts
98 percent of the total non-Social Secu-
rity surplus on tax cuts over the next 5
years. The budget resolution only cov-
ers the next 5 years; over 10 years the
tax cuts would cost substantially more
than the projected non-Social Security
surplus projected by the CBO.

While the Budget Committee’s reso-
lution provides increases for discre-
tionary spending for defense, it cuts
nondefense discretionary funds by $105
billion, or 6.5 percent over the next 5
years below the amount the Congres-
sional Budget Office indicates is nec-
essary to maintain current funding.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BINGAMAN. I am happy to yield

to the Senator.
Mrs. BOXER. I say to the Senator

from New Mexico, I am proud to be a
sponsor of his amendment. The Senator
goes to the heart of what our country’s
priority ought to be—frankly, what all
of the Republicans and Democrats
alike say our priority ought to be.
When we look at numbers, we realize
the Republican budget is going to be
devastating to education.

I engage my friend in a question
about afterschool programs. The Sen-
ator and I have worked hard in getting
more funding for afterschool. Thanks
to a lot of hard work in this Congress
and with the Vice President’s leader-
ship, we have seen spending on after-
school programs go up to about $453
million in the year 2000. By the way, a
few years ago it was $1 million; then it
was $40 million. The need is tremen-
dous.

The President is asking in his budget
to accommodate the waiting list of
children, which is more than one mil-
lion children. He envisions spending $1
billion on afterschool programs to ac-
commodate that wait. In the Repub-
lican budget, that number is cut by
$547 million; it freezes the amount for
afterschool.

I ask my friend, because he works so
hard on the issue of school dropout
rates and helping kids who need a
hand, and he does so much work on
gang violence prevention, does the Sen-
ator think this Republican budget is
going to harm these million children?
If we go with the President’s numbers,
they will be included in his programs.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I thank the Senator
from California for the question.

My own view is there are a great
many young people out there who want
to be in these programs. There are a
great many parents who want to have
their children in these programs. Our
estimate is that 1.6 million more of the
students nationwide would be able to
participate if we are able to succeed
with this amendment and add the $547
million of additional funds that the
President has requested. That is what
we are trying to do. Clearly, it is a

question of priorities. Where do people
think this money should be spent?

My own view is these programs are
extremely effective not only in improv-
ing children’s performance but in keep-
ing kids out of trouble. The drug prob-
lem is real. We all talk about the need
to fight the drug problem. We are hav-
ing a great discussion now in the news-
papers about how much should be spent
to deal with the drug problem by as-
sisting the country of Colombia. I sup-
port doing something significant there.

Clearly, reducing demand through
more attention to young people
through afterschool programs is part of
the solution.

Mrs. BOXER. I know the Senator is
aware, but I want to underscore the in-
credible support afterschool programs
have with the American people. Ask
the American people, and 90 percent of
them support safe afterschool pro-
grams for our children.

In addition, is the Senator aware
that this is a top priority for law en-
forcement? Look at the FBI statistics.
Juvenile crime occurs from the hour of
3 p.m., and it starts to go down around
6 o’clock or 7 p.m.

If my friend could answer that ques-
tion, is he aware that this is a priority
with the American people?

Again, I do agree with the Senator
from California that this is a top pri-
ority with the American people and
with much of law enforcement. I have
had law enforcement officers in my
State, police from local and State Po-
lice organizations, tell me they wish
we would do more to deal with juvenile
crime in these types of programs so
they would not have to do so much
afterwards, when crimes have been
committed.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Let me go ahead

and complete the summary of this
amendment, if I could.

First, I do recognize the Republican
resolution, which we have on the floor,
asserts a commitment to increase
spending for a few important education
programs. We support the committee’s
decision to commit to increased fund-
ing for IDEA and for Pell grants and
some other elementary and secondary
education programs. But we do not
support pitting these programs against
other critical programs. We believe the
more prudent course would be to guar-
antee the level of funding required to
protect the programs that have proven
themselves in our efforts to reform
schools and bring improvements in stu-
dent performance.

Let me just go through this chart to
try to clarify my understanding at
least of the Republican budget resolu-
tion that is before us. The resolution
asserts a $4.5 billion increase for man-
datory and discretionary Department
of Education programs. But when you
try to figure out how that $4.5 billion is
arrived at, the specific elements that
are discussed at different parts of the
budget add up to more than $4.5 billion.
For example, there is $2.3 billion set
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aside for a new, mandatory perform-
ance bonus fund which is established.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
for an additional 8 minutes.

Mr. REID. I yield 8 minutes off the
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. When you look at
this $2.3 billion the Budget Committee
report sets aside for this new, manda-
tory performance bonus fund, that, of
course, presumably, should come out of
the total amount for education. I be-
lieve it does very explicitly. Therefore,
when you subtract that, the resolution
asserts a $2.2 billion increase for discre-
tionary education programs. Given the
size of the tax cut in relation to the
non-Social Security surplus, this in-
crease does not seem possible, as I
mentioned before. But if we assume it
is, it still falls short of covering the
priorities specified in their own resolu-
tion.

The resolution earmarks, out of the
$2.2 billion that remains after you sub-
tract the $2.3 billion down here—$1 bil-
lion for IDEA, it sets aside $1.6 billion
for increases in other elementary and
secondary education programs, and it
sets aside $700 million for the increase
to raise the maximum Pell grant by
$200. If you add the $700 million, the
$1.6 billion, the $1 billion, and the $2.3
billion, you get $5.6 billion.

So the unfortunate reality is that
there is no way to get it all done in the
$4.5 billion that is permitted in the way
of increases for education. Therefore,
the $1.1 billion difference between the
$5.6 billion and the $4.5 billion needs to
be cut from other education programs
in order to reach the specified in-
creases.

Based on what is outlined in the com-
mittee-reported budget, Non-elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act or
IDEA education programs would have
to be cut about 22 percent to meet the
assumptions for education spending.

The funding for fiscal year 2001 for
discretionary programs under the Re-
publican proposal is $2.3 billion below
what the President requested. If all dis-
cretionary education, training, and so-
cial programs in function 500 of the
budget are considered, the resolution is
$4.7 billion below the President’s budg-
et.

Our amendment would guarantee real
dollars for targeted efforts, for pro-
grams that are known to improve stu-
dent performance. The program would
provide increases in funding that would
allow for this $1 billion increase in
IDEA. As I said before, we compliment
the committee for agreeing to that. I
believe that is very important.

Our amendment would also sustain
our commitment to the student loan
program and to the impact aid pro-
grams. The amendment would provide
for a $400 increase in the maximum
Pell grant rather than the $200 increase

proposed by the President and con-
tained in the committee report.

In addition, the amendment would
guarantee increased investments in
programs that we know are essential to
educational reform, including those I
mentioned before. Let me mention just
a few more of those. There is a $1.5 bil-
lion increase in our proposed amend-
ment for teacher quality programs.
This is $1 billion over the President’s
proposal, so we can ensure every child
is taught by a qualified instructor. Re-
search shows that high-quality teach-
ers are the single most important de-
terminant of student learning.

This amendment increases resources
for schools with high concentrations of
poverty. Here we are talking about the
title I program. We would propose to
increase funding there by $1 billion,
which, frankly, is not enough. During
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act markup, which we con-
cluded in the Health and Education
Committee just the other day, our
committee voted unanimously—all
Democrats and all Republicans voted
unanimously to increase the authoriza-
tion for title I to $15 billion. I would
like to work with my Republican col-
leagues to ensure we are at least on the
path to meeting that goal. At the very
least, we need to commit to make a
substantial increase next year. All of
us know the importance of title I fund-
ing. All of us give speeches about how
important it is to adequately fund title
I. Here is a chance to actually vote to
do that.

The amendment we are offering con-
tinues our commitment to smaller
classes, providing $1.75 billion to hire
100,000 teachers to reduce class size in
the early grades. In addition, the
amendment expands support for cre-
ating smaller learning communities in
large schools.

This amendment makes college more
affordable for many of our young peo-
ple. As I mentioned before, we are in-
creasing the maximum Pell grant by
$400—we are proposing to do that. That
would make postsecondary education
accessible to 96,000 more recipients
than currently have access. The
amendment increases the GEAR UP
program and the TRIO Program so
more disadvantaged children can be
given the support they need to attend
college. Under the amendment, stu-
dents in my State would receive an ad-
ditional $5 million in aid under the Pell
Grant Program.

Let me just conclude by saying the
public does want its schools fixed, even
if that means somewhat less in the way
of a tax cut. That is the issue before us.
Should there be something in the range
of a 15-percent reduction in the tax cut
in order to adequately fund education
in this budget? The budget resolution
before us does not reflect the priorities
of the American public. It flies in the
face of what Americans say their prior-
ities are in this robust economy. In
survey after survey, American voters
have not only told us education is the

most important issue nationally, but
they support action at the national
level to improve our country’s schools.
This sentiment extends to the funding
of education, just as it extends to other
changes in our education.

So I believe this is very important. I
believe this amendment will improve
this budget resolution dramatically
and will put it much more in line with
the interests and priorities of the
American people. I hope very much it
will be agreed to by my colleagues.

I yield the floor and yield the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am
sure that anybody following this de-
bate might get confused as to what the
Democrats are for, but there is not any
way on Earth they can fail to figure
out what they are against. They are
against a tax cut.

They are against eliminating the
marriage penalty. They are perfectly
willing to allow the Tax Code, which
penalizes people who fall in love and
get married, to stand.

They are opposed to repealing the
death tax. They are perfectly willing to
leave in place a Tax Code that says:
You work your whole life to build up a
family business or a family farm, you
pay taxes on every dollar you earn, and
when you die, your children still may
be forced to sell off the business or sell
off the farm to give the Federal Gov-
ernment another 55 percent of your
life’s work.

They are against those things, and in
trying to kill the tax cut, they are for
many other things.

As to education, there are a lot of
reasons for which one can criticize this
budget, but not spending enough
money on education is simply not one
of them. This budget provides $47.9 bil-
lion for the Department of Education,
which is $600 million more than the
President proposed. In fact, last year in
our budget and in the appropriations
process, we spent more money on edu-
cation than the President proposed.

Unless we get carried away with eu-
phoria and believe that spending a
whole bunch of money on education is
somehow going to change anything,
that somehow having a smaller class
size is going to improve performance—
we have been lowering class size since
1965 and performance has been declin-
ing.

The real debate about education is
about whether or not we ought to be
the national school board in Congress
or whether we ought to let the States
decide how to spend this money. That
is the real debate between Democrats
and Republicans. Democrats believe we
ought to have Congress say how the
money is going to be spent, and Repub-
licans believe we ought to let the
States say how the money is going to
be spent.

Mr. President, Senator DOMENICI
yielded me 30 minutes to speak. I ask
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unanimous consent that the 30 minutes
come off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want
to talk about the evolution of this
budget. I want to talk about the last 8
years of the Clinton administration
and how we came to be where we are
today with a balanced budget.

The one thing about history is every-
body wants to rewrite it to suit them-
selves, but facts are persistent things.

What I want to do today is begin with
the first budget President Clinton ever
submitted to the Congress. I want to
trace his budgets through Congress
until we get to the last budget he will
ever submit to Congress, which is the
one we are considering today.

The objective is to basically try to
get a clear picture of what has been
proposed and what has been done.

When President Clinton took office,
he sent to the Congress on February 17
of 1993 a budget entitled ‘‘A Vision of
Change for America.’’

I have the budget in my hand today.
Many people have made a great point
about the fact that the President did
impose the largest tax increase in
American history, but the result of it
was a balanced budget.

I begin by noting that on page 22 of
the first budget President Clinton ever
submitted to Congress, the deficit he
started with was $319 billion. His first
act as President, in addition to pro-
posing the largest tax increase in
American history, was to raise that
deficit in 1993 from $319 billion to $332
billion. He did that by proposing that
spending actually go up by more than
his tax increase in the first year and,
in fact, he proposed a stimulus package
of $16.262 billion of brand new spending.

Some of my colleagues will remem-
ber the proposal was to spend this out
of a projects book. We were able to de-
feat this proposal on the floor of the
Senate, after it passed the House, by
pointing out that in this projects book
were such proposals as an ice skating
warming hut in Connecticut and an al-
pine slide in Puerto Rico.

In the last budget that was adopted
when the Democrats had a majority in
Congress—and I have the conference re-
port from that fiscal year 1995 budget,
which was adopted on May 4 of 1994—
that budget has on page 4 their deficit
for fiscal year 1995 which, not counting
the money that was being plundered
from Social Security, was $239.5 billion.
It was projected to rise in 1996 to $253
billion, in 1997 to $278 billion, in 1998 to
$281 billion, and finally, the fiscal year
1999 deficit they were projecting in the
last budget when the Democrats con-
trolled Congress was going to be $300.7
billion.

When the American people looked at
those numbers and looked at the Clin-
ton health care bill which proposed
having the Government take over and
run the health care system, they elect-
ed a Republican majority.

When the Republican majority
showed up in January of 1995, it was

greeted by the President’s fiscal year
1996 budget. This was a budget that Bill
Clinton sent to the Republican Con-
gress in February 1995. Actually he
began to write it in large part before he
knew there would be a Republican Con-
gress. That budget proposed in January
of 1995 that we adopt a budget that had
a deficit of $203 billion, and it proposed
in the year 2000 that the deficit would
be $194.4 billion. This was the budget
that Bill Clinton submitted to the new
Republican Congress.

In 1995, Bill Clinton was asked on
many occasions, because the Repub-
lican Congress started talking about
balancing the budget, when he thought
we could balance the budget. He had
many different answers. This is what
he said in 1995: How many years will it
take to balance the budget? He said:
Nine years.

Then he was asked the question
again, and he said: Well, 10 years.

Then he said 8 years.
Then he said 9 years.
Then he said 7 years.
Then he said 7 to 9 years.
Then he said 7 years.
Then he said 9 years.
And then he said 10 years.
These are all statements that Presi-

dent Clinton made in 1995 when Repub-
licans on the floor of the House and on
the floor of the Senate, for the first
time in the modern era, were talking
about balancing the Federal budget.

He was saying: Yes, we might balance
the budget. We could balance it 4 years
after I leave office; 5 years after I leave
office; 3 years after I leave office. But
he never, ever proposed that we bal-
ance the budget while he was Presi-
dent. Nor did he ever submit any budg-
ets that would require it, until it had
already been accomplished.

What happened to the deficit? When
Congress arrived in January of 1995,
this was the Clinton budget proposal as
it related to the deficit: Basically, it
was a $200 billion deficit that went on
forever. The American people in 1994
elected a Republican majority in Con-
gress, and it took office in 1995. I ask
the people to look at what happened to
the deficit under a Republican Con-
gress. The deficit fell very rapidly, and
by 1998 we had a balanced Federal
budget.

Let me, if I might, make the fol-
lowing point, and do it in taking the
President’s new budget. First of all,
there is one thing that is totally con-
sistent in every Clinton budget. For 8
years, he has submitted budgets, and in
every year they have had one thing in
common: massive increases in non-
defense discretionary spending.

Mr. REID. I apologize to my friend
from Texas, but I want to say this. I
stepped off the floor to take a phone
call. In my absence, there was a re-
quest to take 30 minutes off the resolu-
tion. I am very upset about that. There
was an agreement made, before we left,
with the manager of the bill, that 30
minutes would be taken from your
side. I ask unanimous consent——

Mr. DOMENICI. Taken from the
amendment.

Mr. REID. That is right. I ask unani-
mous consent that the original unani-
mous consent agreement be reestab-
lished.

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object. I was
passed a note saying, given the makeup
of time, that it would be helpful if I
would ask for 30 minutes off the resolu-
tion. I made that request. If the Sen-
ator objects to it, I will be glad to
withdraw it.

Mr. REID. I will just say this. I ap-
preciate very much the Senator from
Texas.

I also say this, I am not going to
leave the floor anymore. I will be here
all day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I suggest, I think this is the right deci-
sion. We had an agreement. I left the
floor and he left the floor. This time
should come off the amendment.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mr. GRAMM. I was not a party to the

agreement. I really did not know the
details of the agreement. I was simply
trying to accommodate other people
who wanted to debate the amendment.
I did not get an opportunity yesterday,
because I was working on a lot of other
things, to talk about the budget itself.
Normally I resent deals that I am not
part of, but in this case I would be
happy to try to comply with it.

The point I wish to make, in con-
cluding, in looking at the 8 years of the
Clinton budget, is that on one point
they are totally consistent; and that
point is, they always proposed dra-
matic increases in nondefense discre-
tionary spending. It is an interesting
paradox that in the first budget that
President Clinton ever proposed, his
first proposal was to increase non-
defense discretionary by 12.5 percent.
We rejected it when we rejected his
stimulus package. In the last budget
that he will ever propose, remarkably,
he proposes to increase nondefense dis-
cretionary by 12.5 percent, which
brings me to my final point on the
budget.

Increasingly, we are hearing from our
Democrat colleagues, and we are hear-
ing, in fact, from the President and
from the Vice President, that somehow
our effort to let working people keep
more of what they earn is risky, that
somehow repealing the marriage pen-
alty is risky, that somehow repealing
the death tax is risky. I guess they say
it is risky because that is money that
we are giving back to the American
people.

But I would ask my colleagues to un-
derstand and remember that if you
take last year’s budget, and you take
President Clinton’s proposal for this
year’s budget, he is proposing an in-
crease in spending over the 5 years—
from 2002 to 2006—he is proposing new
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spending of $494 billion. That is brand
new spending in this budget. Some 80
new programs in this budget would be
funded at a level of $494 billion above
the level we are spending now.

So what President Clinton is saying,
what Vice President GORE is saying,
what our Democrat colleagues are say-
ing, is, let us start 80 new programs
and let us spend $494 billion.

It is interesting. My Governor, who
has been criticized by the President
and the Vice President, and many of
our Democrat colleagues, said: No.
Let’s take $483 billion and give it back
to working Americans by repealing
things such as the marriage penalty
and by repealing things such as the
death tax.

Here is what I do not understand.
Why is it risky to give $483 billion of
non-Social Security surplus back to
working families but it is not risky to
spend $494 billion on some 80 new pro-
grams? Why is it risky to let the Amer-
ican families spend the money and why
is it not risky to let the Government
spend the money? Do our Democrat
colleagues believe that the Govern-
ment can spend this money better than
the family can spend it? Does anybody
believe that if we have a crisis that we
will really go back and eliminate these
80 programs and get the $494 billion
back? If we did, it would make history
because we have not done it. There
have been numerous occasions that
Congress has raised taxes after giving a
tax cut.

I simply repeat the point that gets
lost in all this political rhetoric, with
all the talk about debt reduction: You
have to go back to when Jimmy Carter
was President to find a budget that
spends as much money as does the new
Clinton budget. It spends $494 billion
on new programs over the next 5 years.
That is more money than anyone has
talked about in terms of tax cuts. Why
is it risky to give the money back to
working people and not risky to have
Government spend it? That is the un-
answered question in this whole de-
bate.

Let me conclude by making two addi-
tional points. We have had a lot of
amendments on Medicare. The Presi-
dent is talking about Medicare. I want
to remind my colleagues that five
Members of the Senate and 12 other
Americans who had some knowledge of
Medicare and health care in general
were appointed to a bipartisan commis-
sion where President Clinton appointed
four of the members; the leadership of
both Houses appointed six members
each; and they jointly appointed a
Chairman, Senator JOHN BREAUX.

With all this talk about Medicare, we
had an emerging consensus in the
Breaux commission that would have re-
formed Medicare and would have pro-
vided prescription drugs to Americans
who had a modest income and had a
difficult time paying for their pharma-
ceutical benefits.

We would have done it in the context
of reform, where we did not jeopardize

other Medicare benefits, where we did
not jeopardize the pharmaceutical cov-
erage that other Americans had who
had the ability to pay for it; but we had
a responsible, bipartisan reform pro-
gram, and we provided pharmaceuticals
for seniors who needed the help. Help
those who need the help; do not destroy
the coverage of those who already have
it—roughly 65 percent of all seniors—
and do not jeopardize the future of
Medicare. It was a pretty good pro-
posal.

What happened to the Breaux com-
mission report? It failed by one vote
because every single appointee of
President Clinton voted no. So while
we have all this rhetoric today about
Medicare, I think it is important to re-
member that the Medicare commission
failed by one vote to reach a consensus,
and four of the ‘‘no’’ votes were by the
four people the President appointed. At
some point, I would like to get that
commission back together to try again
to come up with a bipartisan solution.

A final point, and then I will yield
the floor.

What we have shown on this chart is
the history of spending on nondefense
discretionary spending. This is money
that we are not required by law to
spend on things such as Medicare and
Social Security. These are discre-
tionary programs. And we are not talk-
ing about defense. We are talking
about nondefense programs.

What this shows is, over the last 5
years we have done a relatively good
job of controlling spending.

The President has consistently urged
us to start massive new spending
sprees, but we have refused to do that
over the 5-year period.

One of the reasons this budget has
been difficult to write is that in look-
ing at the last 5 years individually, in
1996, when we had just elected a Repub-
lican majority, we actually were able
to reduce spending in real terms by 4.1
percent. Then real spending grew by 1.8
in 1997; 0.8 in 1998; 3.6 percent in 1999;
and then by a whopping real 4.7 percent
in the year 2000.

The point is, there is a real danger
that this surplus is going to burn a
hole in our pocket. There is a real dan-
ger that in the midst of this great op-
portunity to rebuild the base of Social
Security, to reform Medicare and pro-
vide prescription benefits to people
who cannot afford the benefits them-
selves, with an opportunity to let
working Americans who face the high-
est tax rates ever in American history
keep more of what they earn, unless we
are careful, we are going to end up
spending this non-Social Security sur-
plus.

We will have some votes later today
or tomorrow where there will be efforts
to strike points of order in the budget
which represent our discipline in try-
ing to stay with the budget we have
adopted. Despite all the rhetoric about
cuts, there are no cuts in this budget.
Defense spending grows by almost 5
percent, and nondefense spending

grows faster than inflation. How many
families in America would say they
have a lower family budget if their in-
come grew by more than inflation did
this year? Nobody would say that. But
then we are not constrained to logic or
reason or fact when we are talking
about these budgets.

I urge my colleagues, in this golden
moment of economic prosperity, when
revenues are gushing into the Treas-
ury, when Americans are working and
prospering and rejoicing in it, we have
an opportunity to fix Social Security
forever with an investment-based sys-
tem so that we don’t have to cut bene-
fits of people who are retired today and
so that young people will own their
own investments to pay for their re-
tirement. We have an opportunity to
fix Medicare with reasonable reforms
that promote economy and efficiency
and that help people who cannot afford
pharmaceuticals to get them without
destroying the coverage that 65 percent
of our citizens have. And we have a
chance to do things that need to be
done—repeal the marriage penalty, re-
peal the death tax.

If we keep this spending spree under-
way, if we keep spending more and
more money, in the end those things
are not going to get done. What we
need to do is to try to exercise the kind
of responsibility that American fami-
lies exercise when they look further
than just the moment, when they look
at their future and look at the prob-
lems they face and opportunities they
have.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield 15

minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts to offer a resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, what
is the matter that is before the Senate
at the present time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment numbered 2926 offered by
the Senator from New Mexico, Mr.
BINGAMAN.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, to get
back to the Bingaman amendment, I
will take a few moments of the Sen-
ate’s time to spell out where we are
today in the area of education. I think
most Americans believe there ought to
be a partnership between the Federal
Government, the States, and local
communities. Most parents want to
make sure their children are advanced
in terms of academic achievement and
accomplishment. Most Americans want
to see opportunities for continued edu-
cation available to their children. Most
Americans understand and support pro-
grams that will assist gifted and tal-
ented needy children who want to con-
tinue their education by getting some
help to further their education.

It is important, as we are considering
the budget amendment of Senator
BINGAMAN, that we look over exactly
where we are and examine what has
been the record of the Republican lead-
ership on the help and assistance to
education in recent years.
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The 2001 GOP budget resolution, I be-

lieve, deserves a failing grade on edu-
cation. It is anti-education, it is anti-
children, and it is anti-family. The Re-
publicans claim their budget makes a
substantial investment in education,
but, as we have had to do every year
since the GOP took the majority in
Congress in 1995, we must be equally
vigilant of Republicans when it comes
to education funding. Over and over,
we have heard their rhetoric, but the
reality is just the opposite. They say
they want to invest in education, but
their record shows they won’t and
don’t. Year after year it is the same
story.

If we look back at the contrast be-
tween 1980 and 1999, the Federal share
of education funding has declined. This
demonstrates what percent of the Fed-
eral budget was going for elementary
and secondary education: 11.9 percent
in 1980; 7.7 percent in 1999. In higher
education, it was 15.4 percent, and now
we are down to 10.7 percent. This is
what we have had over the last few
years: a major withdrawal of Federal
participation in the area of aid to both
elementary-secondary as well as higher
education.

Having seen the percentage of our
budget allocated to education, look at
what has happened to the enrollment
in K through 12. In 1990, 46.4 million
students were enrolled in school. We
are up to 54.4 million and continuing to
rise. We have seen this incredible ex-
pansion of the number of children at-
tending K through 12, increasing pres-
sures on local communities, increasing
pressures on the State, and increasing
pressures, obviously, if we are going to
meet our responsibility. The total
number of enrollment has been growing
steadily—every community in this
country can tell us that. Talk to the
school boards, talk to the parents, talk
to the teachers. However, our percent
of GNP is decreasing in education.

Look what is happening in higher
education, the millions of Americans
who are attending colleges and univer-
sities across this country. It has gone
from 12.2 million in 1985 up to an esti-
mated 15.6 million in 2005. An increase
in the total number of K through 12
students, an increase in the number of
students attending higher education,
and what has been the corresponding
Federal response? A decline in terms of
helping and assisting families across
the country.

Let’s look at the record of the Repub-
lican history of cutting education fund-
ing in appropriations bills.

In 1995, when the Republican leader-
ship took control of the House and the
Senate, we had a rescission. The money
had already been appropriated. The
President signed it. We had a request
to cut back, but of all the different
areas of the Federal Government, we
only cut funding in the area of edu-
cation. This is about the same time the
Republican leadership wanted to abol-
ish the Department of Education. Their
1996 budget would have reduced the

Federal investment in education by
one-third over 7 years, forcing deep
cuts in Head Start and aid to elemen-
tary and secondary education, freezing
funding for Pell grants, and slashing
$10 billion from student loans.

Their 1997 budget would have slashed
education by 20 percent over six years,
causing 1.3 million students to lose
Pell grants, and 344,000 children to lose
Title I support.

Their 1999 and 2000 budgets were no
different. They claimed to invent in
education, but the numbers always
added up to a loss for students, fami-
lies, schools, and colleges across the
country.

This is the fact, Mr. President. We
can go through all kinds of shenani-
gans and gimmicks, but these are the
facts. They are printed in the RECORD.
The current Republican budget will cut
education by $4.7 billion below Presi-
dent Clinton’s level. It is no surprise
that they refuse to address basic edu-
cation priorities. Once again, the GOP
budget fails to meet the obvious need.
Parents want the help today. Parents
want to improve the quality of edu-
cation now.

The Republican budget claims a $4.5
billion increase in Department of Edu-
cation programs in fiscal year 2001.
But, $2.3 billion of that amount is for a
new mandatory program that is not
contained in current law, and if it
were, it would not direct funding to
states until at least 2005.

That leaves an increase of $2.2 billion
for discretionary education programs
in the jurisdiction of the Department
of Education. But, the Republican
budget also assumes a $700 million in-
crease in Pell grants, to increase the
maximum grant by $200 to $3,500—
bringing it to the President’s level. In
addition, it claims a $2.6 billion in-
crease for elementary and secondary
education programs. That’s a total in-
crease of $3.3 billion specified for K–12
education programs and Pell grants.
But, the Republican resolution only al-
lows for a $2.2 billion increase.

That means the Republican budget
robs Peter’s education to pay for Paul’s
education. It would force $1.1 billion in
cuts, below last year for higher edu-
cation.

Now, the Budget Committee will say:
Well, we have $2.3 billion that we may
appropriate, and it will be mandatory
spending to try to help schools improve
themselves. We want to try to help im-
prove the schools today. That is what
the President wants—that is what this
amendment is about. It is about today
and trying to get sufficient resources
to try to help families across the coun-
try.

So that is the spread, Mr. President.
Look at what happens when we look at
the particular expenditures in the
areas of higher education, as well as in
K through 12. With the President’s re-
quest, we have a $500 million increase
in the fiscal year 2001. This includes all
higher education funding, except Pell
grants. The President’s would be $500
million.

The Republican’s 2001 budget resolu-
tion forces $1.1 billion in cuts, below
last year for higher education. Do we
understand that? That is the reality.
We are talking now about higher edu-
cation funding, except for Pell grants.
Where are these cuts? I haven’t heard a
great deal of talk from those on the
Budget Committee.

The College Work-Study program
would be cut by $282 million below the
President’s request, reducing the abil-
ity of 286,000 students to work their
way through college. Massachusetts
students would lose $14 million in fund-
ing for college work study opportuni-
ties.

TRIO would be cut by $222 million
below the President’s request, denying
an additional 195,000 disadvantaged stu-
dents the opportunity to prepare for
college and attend college. This is a re-
duction in the TRIO Program, which is
the program to try to help gifted and
talented, first generation college stu-
dents go on to college.

Under the Republican budget, GEAR
UP would be cut by $169 million below
the President’s request, denying 810,000
low-income middle and high school stu-
dents access to academic and support
services needed to increase their aca-
demic achievement and to prepare
them to pursue a college education.
With the money appropriated last year,
80 percent of the seventh graders in the
city of Boston will have a chance to
move on to graduate together and
hopefully will be guaranteed, when
they do graduate, that they will be
qualified and able to go to college.

Colleges and middle schools are
working together to provide additional
help and assistance to students by edu-
cating their families about the impor-
tance of a college degree. They are get-
ting whole school communities to
think that college is a reality for their
children. The TRIO Programs have
been an excellent model for building
cohorts of young people from different
schools. GEAR UP’s objective is to
build the capacity of under-achieving
schools by getting all of their students
to think about college early, prepare
for college, and move on to achieve the
highest education level possible. We
have seen extraordinary success in dif-
ferent parts of the country where this
program has been implemented. These
important programs would be signifi-
cantly cut back by the budget resolu-
tion.

The Supplemental Educational Op-
portunity Grants program would also
be cut by $199 million below the Presi-
dent’s request, reducing support for
346,000 needy undergraduate students.
Massachusetts would lose $9 million
that helps its colleges and universities
provide needy undergraduate students
with additional financial aid. That
adds up to a $1.1 billion cut.

Make no mistake about the great im-
portance of this amendment. If you are
concerned about the higher education
cuts, now look what happened here on
K through 12 education programs.
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The Republican budget cuts K

through 12 education programs by $1.4
billion below the President’s request.
The other side can say they put on an
additional $1 billion in special edu-
cation. We agree on increasing funding
for IDEA—our amendment will match
that level. But, it’s still not enough.
All we are trying to do is make sure
these other programs are getting ade-
quate funding. The Republican budget
does nothing to ensure the pressing
education needs of families and com-
munities across the country will be
met, and ensure new, substantial in-
vestments in what works.

But I remind our friends that when
we had the opportunity, even a year
ago, when the Republicans had their
$780 billion tax cut and a number of us
offered an amendment to try to provide
full funding for special education needs
and reduce the tax cut for wealthy in-
dividuals, virtually every Member of
this side voted in favor of it and there
was Republican opposition to it. We are
glad we have an additional billion dol-
lars. But if we are going to compare ap-
ples to apples and oranges to oranges,
we can say this is an increase of $2.6
billion, and that would be $4 billion,
but you still have the dramatic spread
in the area of K through 12.

The Bingaman/Kennedy/Murray Edu-
cation amendment would reverse these
unacceptable cuts in the GOP budget
and increase the national investment
in education by $5.6 billion in FY2001
and $34.7 billion over 5 years. It will
give parents and communities the sup-
port they need to provide every child
with a good public school education,
and to send every qualified student to
college. It would reduce the tax cut by
15% in the first year, and 18% over 5
years. It would use 14% of the on-budg-
et surplus over 5 years.

The Republican budget cuts $450 mil-
lion from the President’s request for
the bipartisan class size reduction pro-
gram, preventing the hiring of 20,000
additional qualified teachers to reduce
class size in grades 1–3. Massachusetts
communities would lose $7.3 million to
help them further reduce class size
next year.

Our amendment continues the na-
tional commitment to smaller classes
by providing $1.75 billion to continue
the effort to hire 100,000 teachers to re-
duce class size in the early grades. The
funding will bring the total number of
qualified teachers hired to 49,000.

Research has documented what par-
ents and teachers have always known—
smaller classes improve student
achievement. In small classes, students
receive more individual attention and
instruction. Students with learning
disabilities are identified earlier, and
their needs can be met without placing
them in costly special education. In
small classes, teachers are better able
to maintain discipline. Parents and
teachers can work together more effec-
tively to support children’s education.
We also know that overcrowded class-
rooms undermine discipline and de-
crease student morale.

Project STAR studied 7,000 students
in 80 schools in Tennessee. Students in
small classes performed better than
students in large classes in each grade
from kindergarten through third grade.
Follow-up studies show that the gains
lasted through at least eighth grade,
and the gains were larger for minority
students.

STAR students were less likely to
drop out of high school, and more like-
ly to graduate in the top 25% of their
classes. STAR students in smaller
classes in grades K–3 were between 6
and 13 months ahead of their regular-
class peers in math, reading, and
science in grades 4, 6, and 8. Michigan,
California, Nevada, Florida, Texas,
Utah, Illinois, Indiana, New York,
Oklahoma, Iowa, Minnesota, Massachu-
setts, South Carolina, and Wisconsin
have initiated or considered STAR-like
class size reduction efforts.

Our amendment helps communities
modernize their schools by providing
$1.3 billion in grants and loans for the
urgent repair of 5,000 public elementary
and secondary schools in high-need
areas. States will be able to issue $25
billion in interest-free bonds to help
build and modernize 6,000 schools.

Nearly one third of all public schools
are more than 50 years old. 14 million
children in a third of the nation’s
schools are learning in substandard
buildings. Half of all schools have at
least one unsatisfactory environmental
condition. The problems with ailing
school buildings are not the problems
of the inner city alone. They exist in
almost every community—urban,
rural, or suburban.

In addition to modernizing and ren-
ovating dilapidated schools, commu-
nities need to build new schools in
order to keep pace with rising enroll-
ments and to reduce class sizes. Ele-
mentary and secondary school enroll-
ment has reached an all-time high this
year of 53.4 million students, and will
continue to grow. The number will rise
by 324,000 in 2000, by 282,000 in 2001, and
by 250,000 in 2002. It will continue on
this upward trend in the following
years.

According to a report this year, total
unmet school modernization needs, in-
cluding technology and infrastructure,
totals $307 billion—almost three times
the amount estimated in 1995.

This amendment expands after-
school opportunities for children by in-
creasing funding for the 21st Century
Community Learning Centers from $453
million to $1 billion for FY2001.

Each day, 5 million children, many as
young as 8 or 9 years old, are home
alone after school. Juvenile crime
peaks in the hours between 3 p.m. and
6 p.m. Children unsupervised are more
likely to be involved in anti-social ac-
tivities and destructive patterns of be-
havior.

Children who attend quality after-
school programs while their parents
work have better peer relations, better
emotional adjustments, better grades,
and better conduct in schools. They

have more learning opportunities and
more enrichment activities. Research
also shows that students participating
in after-school programs have higher
achievement in reading and math, are
more interested in learning, are more
likely to stay in school, and are less
likely to be involved in crime.

Our amendment supports tough ac-
countability for results, by increasing
funding for Title I Accountability
grants by $116 million to $250 million,
to accelerate efforts by states and
school districts to turn around failing
schools.

Stronger accountability in education
is imperative. Effective accountability
steps—what business leaders call qual-
ity control measures—can make sure
that public tax dollars are used wisely
and produce better results for children.

Despite concerted efforts by states,
school districts, and schools, the ac-
countability provisions in Title I have
not been adequately implemented due
to insufficient resources. In 1998, only 8
states reported that their support
teams have been able to serve the ma-
jority of schools in need of improve-
ment. Less than half of the schools in
need of improvement reported that
they received additional professional
development or technical assistance.

We must make all our schools ac-
countable for good teaching and im-
proved student achievement. We can-
not turn our backs on low-performing
schools. We must do all we can to im-
prove them. Schools, school districts,
and states need additional support and
resources to address weaknesses soon
after they are identified.

The amendment increases support for
Title I by $1 billion to ensure that the
neediest students get the extra help
they need to succeed in school. Dis-
advantaged communities need more
help to ensure that all public schools
give children a good education. Title I
is working in many schools across the
country. We should help bring that suc-
cess to every community.

Ninety-nine percent of Title I funds
go to local school districts. In addition,
Title I and other federal programs are
much more targeted to high-poverty
districts than state and local funds.

More than 80 percent of poor school
districts, and almost half of all dis-
tricts nationwide, report that Title I is
‘‘driving standards-based reform in the
district as a whole.’’ In addition, Title
I funds, as well as other federal edu-
cation funds, are more targeted to
high-poverty districts than state and
local funds. Title I now supports 95% of
the highest-poverty schools and is
helping these schools to dramatically
improve student performance.

As I mentioned, in the higher edu-
cation, we are talking about the GEAR
UP program, which reaches out to low-
and middle-income high school stu-
dents to help them so they can con-
tinue on to higher education. The
amendment increases funding for
GEAR UP by $125 million to $325 mil-
lion, to put more low-income middle
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and high school students on the path to
college. This increase will support at
least one state or local partnership in
every eligible state. It will also lever-
age the resources of more than 2,400
community organizations and busi-
nesses as partners, and provide services
to 1.4 million low-income students.

Our amendment would also increase
funding for TRIO by $80 million to $725
million, to expand and improve post-
secondary outreach and student sup-
port programs for 760,000 minority and
disadvantaged students.

Our amendment increases the max-
imum Pell Grant by a total of $400—
from the current maximum of $3,300 to
$3,700.

Pell Grants are the most effective
way to make college a reality for the
nation’s neediest students. Yet, today,
the maximum grant is worth only 86%
of its 1980 value in constant dollars.
Clearly, we have fallen behind. We are
failing to maintain our commitment to
make college accessible to the neediest
students.

I am pleased that the Committee ac-
cepted the Feingold-Smith amendment
to increase the maximum Pell grant by
$200 to $3,500. But it’s not enough.

The average family income of Pell re-
cipients is $14,500. In 1997–98, approxi-
mately 87% of all Pell Grant recipients
had incomes less than or equal to
$30,000. These students come from
working families who sacrifice to make
sure that their children can go to col-
lege. These parents understand the im-
portance of education, and they want
to make sure that their children have
every advantage.

Opening the doors of college to more
students should be a high priority for
Congress. Nearly 4 million students re-
ceived Pell Grants in 1999. Our $400 in-
crease translates into 96,000 new Pell
grant recipients. In Massachusetts,
4,000 additional students would receive
Pell Grants.

Our amendment also increases fund-
ing for College Work-Study by $77 mil-
lion to $1 billion, which will give 1 mil-
lion students the opportunities to work
their way through college.

Now, Mr. President, finally, I want to
mention an extraordinary factor in
higher education. Mr. President, we
know that 89% of children who come
from families with incomes over $74,000
attend college, but only 40% of children
from families with incomes below
$25,000 attend college and only 1 in 4 at-
tend a 4-year college. May I have 5
more minutes on the resolution?

Mr. REID. I yield 5 more minutes on
the resolution to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Thank you. Family
income should not determine whether a
child goes to college—their academic
achievement should be the only factor
to consider. Let’s promise kids a level
playing field for college. Let’s make
sure that if a student is qualified to at-
tend college, the money will be there
so that they have the credentials that
they need to more fully participate in

our economy than their parents were
able to participate.

That is a family value, Mr. President.
We hear many around here talk about
family values. Minimum wage is a fam-
ily value—about respect for work and
people having an opportunity to live
with dignity. A family value is the
quality to be able to succeed and con-
tinue their education at a time when it
is essential if they are going to have
any economic opportunities. Every
year, we cut back on that opportunity
and reduce and fly-specking this par-
ticular budget, and we diminish this
country and the promise it has for the
children of this Nation. That is what
this amendment is about. The Demo-
crats believe we ought to invest in the
young people of this country. We be-
lieve that is a higher priority than tax
breaks for the wealthy individuals.

We will have an opportunity to call
the roll on that. We hope we are not
going to be denied that chance by our
good Republican friends. Let’s have a
vote on this particular measure. I
stand with those who say if you deny
us an opportunity with a second-degree
amendment, we are coming back again
and again on this budget resolution
until we get a vote.

What are they going to be frightened
of in terms of this particular amend-
ment? We are either going to stand for
working families, the children of work-
ing families, and for talented young
people to be able to have their dream
and be part of the American dream, or
we want to nickel and dime them in
order to have a tax break for wealthy
individuals in this society. You
couldn’t have a clearer opportunity on
the issue of priorities: Who is going to
stand with the young people in this
country today, and who is going to
stand for a tax cut?

I hope when the time comes, this
body will support the Bingaman
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I extend to
the senior Senator from Massachusetts
15 minutes off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair, and I thank the Senator
from Nevada. I thank my colleague
from Massachusetts, whose passion and
understanding of this issue provide the
most important leadership in the coun-
try with respect to the question of edu-
cation.

I join him on the floor of the Senate
in an absolute state of incredulity that
the Republicans can turn their backs
so brazenly and so overtly on the edu-
cational opportunities that are needed
for young people in our country.

We just had a conference in Massa-
chusetts last Saturday with many lead-
ers of what is called the ‘‘new econ-
omy.’’ I think we are getting lost in all
of this talk about a new economy and
an old economy. What we are seeing is
an economy in transition. It is in tran-

sition because we are moving into a
very different world —a world where
skills are more needed than ever be-
fore. Every single day, we talk about
the economy and its changes—about
the knowledge-based economy. The
presumption is that people are able to
get the knowledge on which that econ-
omy is based, that they are able to get
the skills.

But at this conference in Boston,
which is one of the leading cities in the
Nation experiencing the changes in the
economy today, we had leader after
leader after leader of new technologies,
not just the Internet—everybody talks
about the Internet and the Internet
companies, but there are a host of com-
panies on which this new opportunity
is based—but companies in bio-
technology, artificial intelligence, ro-
botics, advanced materials. You could
run down a long list of critical tech-
nologies where the United States of
America is in the lead today.

But guess what. We have a bill before
the Senate to raise the number of visas
which permit people to come into the
country to fill technical slots. They are
called H–1Bs. The level of H–1Bs was at
65,000. It was as high as 115,000 for a
year or so. Several pieces of legislation
are now seeking to enable up to 200,000
people to come in. But the leaders of
the new revolution in our economy tell
us that we are anywhere from 400,000 to
1 million people behind where we need
to be in terms of hiring.

Here we are with a bill that might let
in several hundred thousand at the end
of this year or next year when the de-
mand is 400,000 to a million, and when
countless numbers of our citizens are
facing a transition in their life—move-
ment from the old kind of job to the
new kind of job or the hope that they
are going to be able to find some kind
of job in the new economy where they
can share the higher salaries that so
many Americans are beginning to expe-
rience.

What do the business titans tell us?
What are those leaders and entre-
preneurs who are breaking the ground
of the new economy —who, I might
add, are in a voracious race with other
countries for the market share. We are
not the only people experiencing this.
You go to Europe; you have all kinds of
companies racing to try to grab their
share of the markets. You go to Asia;
the one thing leaders in Asia will tell
you today is that they are focused on
education. The one thing leaders of Eu-
rope will tell you they are focused on—
and also in Latin America—is edu-
cation because only by educating
Americans ultimately are we not only
going to provide the labor pool to be
able to fill the jobs of this new econ-
omy, but, quite frankly, only by edu-
cating Americans are we going to have
a citizenry that is capable of managing
our own democracy and making the
difficult kinds of decisions we will face
in the future.

So one would think the Senate in fac-
ing this reality—it is not a partisan re-
ality. Most of these leaders of industry
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who are telling us in the Senate to
wake up and pay attention to edu-
cation are Republicans. They will tell
us it is long since overdue that the
United States make a more pronounced
commitment to the education system
of the country.

I know we don’t run the education
system at the Federal level, and none
of us is advocating that we should. I
understand that. I know no one wants
Washington telling the local commu-
nity what to do. I understand that. I
don’t want to tell them what to do. I
would like to empower them to be able
to do what they know they want to do
but can’t do because they don’t have
the resources.

All over this country, there are com-
munities in rural areas and urban cen-
ters of the Nation where they don’t
have the tax base. In the United States
of America, for some reason that is be-
yond me, we still base our school sys-
tems on the property tax, which is part
of the old agrarian structure we had
when we first founded our public school
system. And yet, in the urban centers
and in many rural centers where they
don’t yet share in the kinds of salaries
or the kinds of opportunities as do
other parts of the country, they don’t
have a property tax capacity to pay the
teachers more money, put the equip-
ment into the school, have an extended
schoolday, have the kind of labora-
tories for language that they need, do
the kinds of remedial work with stu-
dents who are troubled, have dance,
arts, music, sports, and the kinds of
things that are the real stuff of a com-
plete education.

What do these districts do? In some
cases, they have received help from
States because the States have engaged
in education reform, and there is a
State revenue sharing process. But
where is the Federal Government?
Where is the great equalizer which, as
a matter of national priority, is sup-
posed to help provide the kinds of
empowerments to communities that
federalism embraces? That is the whole
notion of a national government. It is
the whole notion of a Federal system of
sharing so that all parts of the country
are uplifted simultaneously.

We have some great public schools in
Massachusetts. We have some great
public schools in some urban centers
where mayors have paid particular at-
tention to help scrounge up enough
money. But even in those areas, they
are desperate for additional Federal as-
sistance and for more capacity to do
the things they know they need to do.
Yet here we are with a budget resolu-
tion on the floor of the Senate which
gives a very meager increase to the
special needs side of the ledger. We are
happy for some increase on the special
needs side, but we fundamentally re-
duce the capacity of our schools to face
this most important mission.

It ought to be an acceptable national
priority that our citizens are well edu-
cated. It may be a responsibility of the
local level to actually do it, but it is

certainly a Federal priority that it is
done. If we have the capacity by
leveraging resources to the local com-
munities to empower those local com-
munities to be able to achieve that na-
tional priority, we ought to do it.

Americans may not be aware that in
the budget we are about to spend $1.8
trillion of collected taxpayers’ money.
People ask, My God, out of $1.8 trillion
we cannot find $5 billion additional for
education?

A lot of that budget obviously goes
to pay for the entitlement programs,
including Social Security, Medicare,
military retirement, and Federal and
civilian disability benefits. We will
spend over $1 trillion of the $1.8 trillion
on all of the entitlement programs,
which no one has suggested we will
suddenly cut or stop. Then we have the
defense spending as well as everything
else the Government does that will
come out of the remaining $600 or $700
billion. Out of that $600 billion, we
have to make interest payments on the
national debt, pay for our defense,
build our highways, channel our har-
bors, finance mass transit, pay for
housing assistance, nutrition pro-
grams, finance health research, public
health programs, fund crime control,
drug trafficking, and foreign aid, which
is minuscule compared to the total
budget. All of these are by choice of
our majority, and when measured
against other significant choices, it
leaves precious little money for edu-
cation.

Why? Because they want to give a
$150 billion, 5-year tax break to the
wealthiest people in America. Every
single tax break they have ever
brought to the floor of the Senate has
been with 60 percent or more going to
the top 20 percent of income earners of
America. I have gladly voted for many
of the tax cuts we have given over the
last years I have been in the Senate. In
the year 2000, we are looking at about
a 1-million-person gap in the high-
skilled labor needs of this country.

Kids in our schools test ahead only of
Cyprus and South Africa in math and
science. Kids in our country are read-
ing at a 1988 level that hasn’t pro-
gressed since then. Because of the prop-
erty tax revolution in California, Mas-
sachusetts, and a lot of other States,
we saw the schools decimated over the
last 10 years. Programs were cut, li-
braries were shut, and teachers’ pay
was not raised. We now need 2 million
additional teachers in the course of the
next 10 years. We need 1 million of
those teachers over the course of the
next 5 years.

It is precious hard to find a kid out of
most colleges who says, I want to
teach, when teaching means starting
anywhere from $22,000 though $27,000,
and after 15 years of teaching and get-
ting a master’s degree you can get into
the thirties and the forties, depending
on the system in which you are work-
ing in this country. Their colleagues
from college will be earning $40,000 and
$50,000 a year within a couple of years

of getting out of college. College grad-
uates today have $50,000 or $100,000 in
loans and have to begin paying back
those loans immediately.

What kid at the top percentile of
their class, with $100,000 in loans, will
say, yes, I will go into an urban center
at $20,000-plus a year, so I never have a
chance to send my kids to college un-
less they get a scholarship or I some-
how qualify for assistance? If that isn’t
a national emergency, I don’t know
what is a national emergency.

Yet this budget does nothing to ad-
dress the question of how the Federal
Government is going to assist these
revenue-starved communities to be
able to deal with the problem of edu-
cation in this country. It does nothing
to answer the question of executives
across the Nation about how they will
have a skilled labor pool in the future
that will be able to address the ques-
tion of education. It goes backwards.
Under their proposal, there will be a
cut.

The President has proposed a hiring
of teachers to reduce class sizes so we
get a nationwide average of 18 students
per class. But what happens? Under
their proposal, 20,000 new teachers
could not be hired in order to do that.
It cuts $540 million from the Presi-
dent’s request for 21st century commu-
nity learning centers where approxi-
mately 1.6 million school-age children
in over 6,000 new centers would have
access to before- and afterschool pro-
grams. Again, it defies common sense
to believe we are going to continue to
turn our backs.

I do understand some of it. I under-
stand some of our colleagues on the Re-
publican side of the aisle don’t want to
put money into the Federal education
system unless it is done in one way—
maybe a big block grant that has no
targeting whatever with respect to any
of the priorities we might embrace as a
Federal Government.

For instance, if we happen to believe
it is important in certain States that
Head Start be a priority or that after-
school programs be a priority or early
childhood intervention be a priority,
and we think as a matter of Federal
priorities it is very important that at
least the Federal Government say, hey,
you go decide how you want to spend
the money—if you want to put it into
this kind of child care or that kind of
child care, that is your business; we
just want to make sure some of it goes
to child care; that is all we are looking
for—we cannot even get that kind of an
agreement.

The great divide in the Senate is over
putting some money into a grant where
there is so much discretion that States
that have never chosen to do any of
these things could continue to choose
not to do any of these things. Is that a
smart expenditure of Federal dollars? I
don’t think so.

We are not even going to have an op-
portunity in this budget resolution to
guarantee that the kind of dollars that
ought to be part of that will be part of
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it. So we will see reductions in the
total amount of expenditure in order to
have some huge tax cut as a matter of
priority at a time when the Federal
component of taxation is at its lowest
level since I have been in the Senate. It
seems to me we ought to be measuring
our priorities a little bit more care-
fully.

I know my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle are going to come to
the floor and say: We put additional
money into the special needs sector,
into IDEA. They have about $1 billion
that goes into IDEA.

All the other priorities, the real stuff
of educating in America today, are in
the cities and the rural areas that do
not have the tax base. No matter what
they say about money that will go into
education spending, there is nothing in
this budget that will guarantee those
communities most in need are going to
find the additional funding they need
to address the needs of education in the
country.

We should be talking about putting
somewhere between $40 billion to $50
billion over the next 10 years in addi-
tional funding for education. We should
probably have a significant separate
trust fund that guarantees education is
going to be the kind of top priority it
needs to be, so every school in America
has the ability to keep its doors open
into the evening so parents—who are
working extra hours, many of them
single parents who have their kids in
child care during the day and would
like to have ongoing education—can
participate in the new economy and
have the ability to use school facilities
well into the evening, even while their
children may be there also getting
their homework done in a secure envi-
ronment so they can go to school the
next day ready to learn.

In community after community in
the United States, there are kids on
waiting lists for Head Start, early
childhood intervention—for all those
programs that bring a child to the first
grade ready to learn. I have talked to
so many first grade teachers who tell
me they have kids coming into a class-
room with 25 kids in a class, 30 kids in
a class, and the kids cannot even do
the elementary things kids coming to
first grade ought to be able to do such
as early numbers or recognizing shapes
and forms and colors. So they have to
step aside and they have to deal with
the problem of that child, magnified
five, six, seven, eight times over, and
try to deal with the mainstreaming of
a full class of 25 kids at the same time.

We believe the standard of education
that requires you have 18 kids and no
more in a class is appropriate. These
are the kinds of priorities left out of
this budget. I regret that enormously. I
regret this budget is a negative against
even the rate of growth of inflation. I
hope we will have a chance to rectify
that in the days ahead.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). Who yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do I have in opposition to
the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 36 minutes remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield up to 20 min-
utes to the distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New Mexico. I con-
gratulate him on putting together this
budget resolution, which was a very
difficult task in the present climate. It
is ironic; when we are running sur-
pluses, it is almost more difficult to
put together a budget than when we
are running deficits. But through the
adept and able leadership of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, this budget has
come forward. It is an excellent effort
to address the issues which are critical
to our country, especially the issue of
protecting Social Security, as he does
in this budget, so no Social Security
funds are spent for anything other than
Social Security, and the effort to pro-
tect some of the on-budget surplus so it
will be available for debt reduction but
also for reducing taxes for hard-work-
ing Americans who pay that extra
money in that is no longer needed by
the Government.

The effort we are talking about today
is in a number of categorical areas, but
specifically today we are mentioning
the area of education. I wanted to
speak to the Bingaman amendment and
some of the comments that were made,
especially by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, first to their inaccuracy and
second their inconsistency as to how
we address quality education in this
country. In fact, I can speak to the re-
marks of both Senators from Massa-
chusetts who have spoken on this topic
because I tend to disagree rather point-
edly with both of them.

Let me begin with Senator BINGA-
MAN’s amendment. He held up a chart.
It has been referred to by a number of
Senators on the other side. The chart
showed how much of an increase the
Democratic leadership proposed in
spending, and then they showed the Re-
publican budget on the same account,
same chart. They showed our budget
being about $5 billion below what they
were. What they failed to put up on the
chart—which I found ironic and sort of
misleading, relative to the way the de-
bate was going—is the President’s
number.

What did the President ask for in
education? What the President asked
for in education, if they had put it on
the chart, would look something like
this: The President asked for the
greenish-blue line here. I am not sure
what color you would call that—aqua, I
guess. The aqua line here, that rep-
resents the President’s request in edu-
cation. Our request, what we put in the
budget for education, is the red line. In
each of the years of the budget, the Re-
publican budget exceeds what the

President of the United States asked
for in education.

This yellow insert here—which we
had to jury-rig because we did not ac-
tually have the chart of the Senator
from New Mexico—would be the Senate
Democratic proposal. It is a dramatic
increase over what the President re-
quested and what we have put in our
budget, which is an increase over what
the President requested.

So there is a bit of inconsistency for
the Members of the other side of the
aisle to come to the floor and savage
the Republicans in this House, and the
Republican budget, on the issue of edu-
cation and not mention the fact we ex-
ceeded the President’s request. Why
didn’t they savage the President’s
budget, too? Why didn’t the Senator
from California, Mrs. BOXER—she said
we did not care about kids—say the
President didn’t care about kids?
Maybe she just forgot. The President’s
budget was actually less—less than
what we have put in our budget for
education.

I think what we have is a classic at-
tempt at grandstanding, trying to
throw more money at an issue and try-
ing to address a problem, not by ad-
dressing it substantively but simply by
saying: We outspent you on that issue,
so you don’t do as well as we do on edu-
cation.

Actually, we do very well on edu-
cation. As I mentioned, we exceed the
President’s number in each year. It is
not the dollars so much; it is the way
we spend the dollars that I think is im-
portant to note. This is where I have
disagreements with both Senators from
Massachusetts who recently spoke on
this matter, because there is a funda-
mental disagreement of philosophy on
how we should address education. It is
not a difference over money, really. As
I said, our dollars exceed what the
President requested for education. It is
a difference of philosophy.

Stated very simply, there are two
philosophical differences. The first is
that on the Republican side of the
aisle, we think when the Federal Gov-
ernment says to the local school dis-
tricts, you must spend a certain
amount of money on education and we,
the Federal Government, will help you
by paying a percentage of the cost of
that spending, when the Federal Gov-
ernment puts that type of mandate on
local school districts, the Federal Gov-
ernment ought to live up to its obliga-
tion. It ought to pay the money it says
it is going to pay. Before it starts new
educational programs, it ought to pay
for the ones it already requires from
the States.

What am I talking about here? Spe-
cial education, IDEA. It has been al-
luded to by the other side of the aisle.
It is almost a throwaway line there, at
least from the Senator from Massachu-
setts, Mr. KERRY: Oh, sure, the Repub-
licans will talk about IDEA, but we
have done more about education; we
don’t have to worry about IDEA.

IDEA is probably the most signifi-
cant area you could find where the
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Federal Government has failed to ful-
fill its obligations to the school dis-
tricts of this country. It is the largest
unfunded mandate which the Federal
Government puts on the States and the
school districts, and which therefore
causes the States and school districts
to have to pay for the Federal share
and, as a result, take local resources
and reallocate them to pay the Federal
obligation and, as a result, skew the
local budgets.

Local school districts, which would
probably want to have better language
courses, better computers, maybe more
teachers, better trained teachers,
smaller classes, can’t do any of these
things, in many instances, because
they are having to take a large amount
of their local dollars to pay for the
Federal share of special education.

On this side of the aisle, we have said
that is wrong. We have said it is wrong
now for 4 years. Every one of the Presi-
dent’s budgets that has come up here
over the last 4 years has had virtually
no increase in special education fund-
ing, even though the Federal Govern-
ment, when we arrived as a Republican
Senate, was only paying 6 percent of
the costs of special ed funding in this
country when it originally said it was
going to pay 40 percent of the costs.
Even though the Federal Government
was paying such a minimal part of the
cost of special education, this adminis-
tration has never sent us a budget that
has significantly increased special edu-
cation dollars.

They have always taken the attitude,
and it has been supported by the other
side of the aisle: What the heck, let the
local school districts pick up the Fed-
eral share. We are going to start a new
categorical program that says to the
local school districts you must, in
order to get the Federal dollars, start
this new program, too, rather than
funding the special ed dollars which
were originally owed.

The practical effect of that, as I have
said, is to skew the local budgets, and
too many local school districts have
been unable to do things they might
have wanted to do because they have
had to cover the Federal share of spe-
cial education dollars.

So what did we as a Republican Sen-
ate do? We changed that paradigm. In
the last 4 years, we have more than
doubled the funding for special edu-
cation. We have gone from 6 percent up
to almost 13 percent of the special ed
dollars. In this budget, we increase it
significantly again. It is our No. 1 pri-
ority. Yes, it is our No. 1 priority as a
Congress, as a Republican Congress:
Fund special education because that is
our obligation. We said we would do
that back in 1976, when Public Law 94–
142 was passed.

So it is not a throwaway line for us.
It is something we should do. Yes, that
is where some of our dollars are flow-
ing. When we exceed the President’s
budget in education spending, which we
do, some of that excess spending in
education goes into special ed, a sig-

nificant amount more than what the
President requested. He requested vir-
tually none, no increase.

So that is the first fundamental dif-
ference. We believe the special ed stu-
dent deserves to get the funds, the
funding support to which the Federal
Government originally committed.

(Mr. HAGEL assumed the chair.)
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, why do

we believe that? We believe it, first, be-
cause it is an unfunded mandate, but
more important, because in our school
districts across this country, that spe-
cial-needs child and his or her parents
are being put in the impossible position
of going into school meeting after
school meeting and being told that re-
sources are being used to pay for their
child that should be used to pay for
other children in the school district.

As a result, the special-needs chil-
dren and their parents are being put in
an untenable position. They did noth-
ing wrong. The people who did things
wrong were the President and this ad-
ministration for failing to fund special
ed.

We are saying let’s give the special-
needs children in this country a little
relief, and let’s fund special ed.

Mr. SANTORUM. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. GREGG. Yes.
Mr. SANTORUM. The Senator from

Massachusetts, who just spoke, talked
about how their legislation targets
those schools in inner cities and poor
areas that are most in need of this help
and that our increase in spending will
not do that. Can the Senator from New
Hampshire tell me where the highest
percentage of populations of IDEA stu-
dents are located?

Mr. GREGG. Ironically, in Massachu-
setts, from where the Senator who was
just speaking comes, 30 percent of their
students are coded as special needs. If
one looks at it across the country,
most special-needs children, regret-
tably, do come from lower income
school districts. They tend to have a
higher percentage of kids in special
needs.

Mr. SANTORUM. I guess my question
is, by putting more money into IDEA,
are we actually sending more money
into the schools on which he believes
we need to be focusing?

Mr. GREGG. There is no question
about that. As we increase special edu-
cation funding, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania is absolutely right, more of
that funding will be flowing to schools
in lower income districts and also in
rural districts.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. GREGG. The second philo-
sophical difference we have with the
other side of the aisle is, again, high-
lighted by the discussion of the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts who said es-
sentially there are a lot of States that
do not know what they are doing in the
area of education and we, the Federal
Government, do know what we are
doing; therefore, the programs from

the Federal Government should be cat-
egorical so that States live up to their
obligations to do what we in the Fed-
eral Government tell them they should
do in education.

It is essentially the attitude of ‘‘we
know best’’ in Washington how to run
the school districts across this coun-
try; that the people who run the school
districts—the local school boards that
are usually elected, the local legisla-
tures that are always elected, and the
Governors of States who are elected—
that these individuals, for whom edu-
cation is usually their No. 1 priority
because it is their No. 1 spending issue,
as compared with the Federal Govern-
ment which has other priorities like
national defense, Medicare and Social
Security, these individuals who are al-
most all elected are not capable of
doing their job.

That is essentially the attitude
taken on the other side of the aisle
when they say we in the Federal Gov-
ernment know best how to run edu-
cation and States do not know what
they are doing in education; therefore,
our programs must be categorical.
They must tell the States exactly what
they must do with dollars coming to
them from Washington.

It is a little bit of a disconnect, of
course, because the dollars coming
from Washington did not start in
Washington. They started in the
States. They came to Washington.
Then we took 15 to 20 percent off the
top and sent it back to the States.
Maybe they got 80 percent back, but
certainly not 100 percent. In any event,
it is not our money in Washington.

As a practical matter, we do not
know more about running a school
than the local school districts. I, for
example, do not contend I know more
about the Epping School District than
the people in Epping or the people on
the school board in Epping. When they
look at their elementary school, they
know whether they need another
teacher or another classroom, whether
they need computers or whether they
happen to need a new baseball field or
language course. I do not know that. It
is not my purpose to tell them how to
run their school district. So our philos-
ophy of education on this side is a lit-
tle different.

They say it is a block grant; just
send the money. No, that is not it at
all. The Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, which we passed in the
HELP Committee a couple of weeks
ago, will be before the Senate in a few
weeks. That bill has a brandnew ap-
proach to education. The theme is not
that we are going to send the money
back in a great big huge block grant
and the States can do whatever they
want. It is not we are going to send it
back with a targeted proposal and tell
people what they must do with it. It is
a different approach.

The theme is, first, that funds should
be spent for purposes of the child. The
child is the center of our attention.
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Second, we will look for achievement

on the part of the child to be sure they
are actually learning.

Third, there is flexibility.
And fourth, there is accountability.
We have reoriented these programs

so that we send the money back, yes.
For example, in our Teacher Empower-
ment Act, we send the money back in
a rather large lump sum. We take the
Eisenhower grants and the class size
money and put it together. Then we
say: You can use this money, local
school districts. You do not have to
hire a new teacher if you do not need a
new teacher. You can use it to hire new
teachers if you want to reduce class
size. You can use it to improve the
ability of your teachers to teach. You
can use it to give teachers more sup-
port. You can even use it to pay teach-
ers. They cannot keep the really good
teachers in the classrooms because
they are being hired by the private sec-
tor. This is especially true of our
science and math teachers who are
leaving because the opportunities are
so lucrative outside education.

You can pay teachers more to keep
them by using bonus payments. You
can use it for any of those things, but
you have to produce results. We are not
going to tell you how to produce re-
sults. We are not going to tell you that
you must have 17 kids to every teacher.
We are not going to tell you that you
must have a computer in every class-
room. We are not going to tell you that
you must have a classroom that is 6
feet by 25 feet or 12 feet by 13 feet. We
are not going to tell you how many
books you must have in your library.

No, we say: You can get the money
and use it for these defined areas, and
you have flexibility to use it in those
areas, but you have to show us that the
academic achievement of the low-in-
come child—because that is where
ESEA is basically aimed in the title I
funds—is improving in relation to the
other kids in the school. You have to
have tests—not designed by the Fed-
eral Government; we are not out to de-
sign tests because that means we end
up designing curriculum—tests that
are designed by the local school dis-
tricts and the States. Those tests have
to ascertain annually whether or not
the children in the low-income cat-
egories are improving academically.

What a radical idea—we expect kids
to learn. We are not going to tell
schools how to teach. We are not going
to tell schools the ratio of their class-
es. We are not going to tell schools the
size of their classes. What we say is
take this money and show us that kids
are learning something and that they
are improving in their academic
achievement.

That is a very radical idea. It is the
idea we are pushing forward as an ap-
proach to education. It is not a block
grant. It is not: Here is all the money
and you can do whatever you want
with it. It is: Here are the dollars, but
we are not smart enough to tell you,
the local school district, how to im-

prove your children’s education and
what you need because we cannot look
into every classroom and guide every
classroom, even though they would
like to do that on the other side of the
aisle.

On the other side of the aisle, they
want to have a string running from
every desk out to every classroom in
America; 30,000 strings running off the
desks, and pull a string here and there
so every classroom in America has to
fall into exactly what we outline in
Congress. That is not the approach we
suggest.

The approach we suggest is, take the
money and use it in a variety of dif-
ferent areas; have flexibility, but then
show us, prove to us, that achievement
is improving amongst those children
who are targeted with the dollars. That
is our approach to education. That is
what is funded in this bill.

Let me remind you, one more time,
what the Bingaman amendment fails to
mention: Our funding in this bill ex-
ceeds the President’s funding in his
budget. Therefore, our proposals in this
bill make a lot of sense. They address
the IDEA issue; they address special
ed; they address the need to fund chil-
dren in schools at a level that is appro-
priate and actually exceeds the Presi-
dent’s level, and, more importantly
than that, they expect the kids to
achieve. As a result of achieving, we
are going to get a much better return
for the dollars we spend.

Mr. KERRY. Would the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. GREGG. Sure.
Mr. KERRY. It is my understanding,

reading the Republican budget, that
$2.3 billion of the money that the Sen-
ator claims is for an increase——

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I will
have to reserve my time. If the Senator
wants to use his time to ask a ques-
tion, I would be happy to yield.

Mr. REID. We yield, off the resolu-
tion, 3 minutes to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. My understanding is,
$2.3 billion is for a new mandatory pro-
gram that will not even be spent until
the year 2005. That leaves an imme-
diate increase of $2.2 billion. But the
Republican budget resolution also as-
sumes the $700 million increase in Pell
grants. That brings it up to the Presi-
dent’s level. It claims the $2.6 billion
increase for elementary and secondary
education programs alone, of which $1
billion is reserved for the IDEA. That
means you have supposedly a total of
$3.3 billion specified for K through 12.
But the resolution only allows for a
$2.2 billion increase because you do not
even have an expenditure permission
until 2005 for $2.3 billion. So there is a
lot of ‘‘robbing Peter to pay Paul.’’

Is that not true?
Mr. GREGG. Well, obviously it is not

true. As the Senator knows, this is
budget authority. Maybe the Senator
skipped over that point or maybe he
did not understand it. It is possible ei-
ther way. But in either case, the Sen-
ator is wrong.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, that is

not an answer to simply say it is
wrong.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would
like to make a comment, if I may.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. REID. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts is yielded 3 minutes.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, that is a
classic response to simply say the Sen-
ator is wrong. But there is no showing
to the contrary. The language of the
budget is absolutely clear. There is no
question it forces $1.1 billion in cuts.
But the way to have a debate is—to
simply say it is wrong, and question
whether the Senator’s facts or capacity
to even understand the facts are cor-
rect, I mean, we could talk about rule
XIX here, but I am not going to do
that. But I would suggest, we deserve a
better debate than that.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the distinguished manager.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator

from Washington is yielded 15 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I have

come to the floor today to offer my
support and thanks to Senators BINGA-
MAN and KENNEDY for offering this ex-
tremely important amendment.

Senator KERRY is exactly correct.
The budget proposal before us is a
sleight of hand. We should not be duped
by that. It is very clear, in looking at
the budget, that it shortchanges Amer-
ica’s students.

The Republican budget proposal says
tax cuts for a few are more important
than a first-rate education for all of
our children. Their budget tells stu-
dents across America a tax cut is more
important than their future.

We think that is wrong. We think
that is incredibly wrong. We do not
think America’s students should only
get the spare change left over after the
Republican tax cut. America’s students
should not be the last in line in this
budget. That is why we are offering
this amendment today, to make sure
all students get the resources they
need to reach their full potential.

The Republican budget that is before
us is very crafty because at first glance
it looks as if education funding has
been increased. But when you look
closely at the numbers, it is really an
empty promise. Senator KERRY of Mas-
sachusetts pointed that out. The rhet-
oric of this budget does not meet its re-
ality.

I do want to acknowledge one thing.
This underlying budget does one thing
right. It does fund special education
programs that the Senator from New
Hampshire talked so eloquently about
a few moments ago. That is important.
We agree with that. Unfortunately,
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that is the only thing this budget does
well.

But every other education invest-
ment—whether it is reducing class size
or improving teacher quality or mod-
ernizing our schools—is not treated as
a priority in this budget. There are no
guarantees in this budget that those
other vital education programs will get
the investments they need to continue
to help America’s students.

This budget funds one program and
leaves the other programs hanging. It
does not have to be this way. That is
why I am supporting the Bingaman
amendment.

This amendment says we can support
special education. In fact, we support
the same level as the Senator from
New Hampshire. We are not disagreeing
with that. But it says we can fund that
and other key education investments
at the same time. We should not have
to choose which students get served.
We should be serving every student.
This amendment shows us how we can
do that.

This budget’s misplaced priorities
will be felt in classrooms across the
country. I am very concerned that this
budget does not provide the resources
to help our public schools move for-
ward. I am concerned that this budget
abandons the programs we know are
working for students across this coun-
try.

Parents are asking us—pleading with
us—to become partners with their local
districts to help them with over-
crowded classrooms. This Republican
budget fails to make a commitment to
reduce class size.

Teachers are asking us for more help
in mastering the best ways to teach
our children the basics. The Republican
budget fails to make a commitment to
teacher quality.

Students are asking us for schools
where they can feel safe and secure
when they get off that schoolbus or
walk to school every day. This Repub-
lican budget fails to make a commit-
ment to school safety.

Parents are asking—and pleading—
for afterschool programs so their chil-
dren will not get into trouble or be-
come victims of violence after school.
This Republican budget fails to make a
commitment to afterschool programs.

Teachers and students are asking for
school buildings that are modern. This
Republican budget fails to make a
commitment to modernizing our aging
schools.

The American people are asking for a
stronger commitment to the programs
that make a difference in their child’s
education. But the Republicans are too
focused on their exploding tax cut to
meet these needs of America’s stu-
dents.

This budget freezes our progress.
That is why our amendment would put
the resources where parents and teach-
ers and students need them the most.

The amendment before us will ensure
adequate funding for a number of key
educational priorities. To reduce over-

crowded classrooms, this amendment
will provide $1.75 billion to continue
our Class Size Reduction Program. Any
Senator here can go home to their
State, to their local schools that have
taken advantage of the class size
money we have passed over the last 2
years, and talk to teachers, and hear
them say the same things I hear; which
is, it has made an incredible difference.

I have teachers tell me every time I
visit one of these classrooms that,
where 5 years ago, 3 years ago, they
had 24, 25, 30 kids in a classroom, that
today, where they have 16, 17, 18 kids in
a classroom, the difference is remark-
able.

Teachers tell me in the small classes
we have provided dollars for, in the
first, second, and third grades, that
those students—every one of them—
will be able to read at the end of this
year because of that reduced class size.
This is making a difference. We have to
keep that obligation going. We need to
keep that partnership going.

Schools tell me every day they could
not have done it without the commit-
ment and the partnership of the Fed-
eral Government. The underlying budg-
et fails to meet that. With this amend-
ment, we on our Democratic side meet
that obligation.

Our amendment modernizes school
buildings by providing $1.3 billion. I
was in a school a week ago where kids
were in portables with no running
water. In order to go to the bathroom
they had to go outside in the rain,
which is not uncommon in my State,
go to another building and come back
soaked. I saw kids in coats in class-
rooms because there was not enough
heat in the school buildings.

We recognize we have an obligation,
a partnership that we need to provide
at the Federal level to meet these basic
needs. Our amendment does that. This
amendment looks at improving teacher
quality. It provides $2 billion for pro-
fessional development to recruit new
educators and reward excellent teach-
ers. We all understand that we need to
make sure we have young people today
committed to becoming teachers for
our students tomorrow. We need to
provide the dollars to partner with our
local schools to make sure that they
can recruit those best and brightest
among our young students to be the
teachers for our classrooms tomorrow.

This amendment ensures that stu-
dents have safe educational activities
at the end of the school day. It ensures
adequate funding for afterschool pro-
grams. I commend Senator BOXER for
her tremendous work on this initiative.
We address that in this amendment.

To make sure that disadvantaged
students have the extra classroom at-
tention they need, this amendment will
increase funding for title I programs by
$1 billion. I have heard a lot of rhetoric
in the HELP Committee and on the
floor about local control and sending
money to the States and that this is
somehow miraculously going to hap-
pen. Talk to your local schools, as I

have; talk to your title I schools. They
will tell you this program has changed
dramatically since its inception. They
will tell you they have much more
flexibility and local control. They fear
us sending a block grant to the State
will mean they lose the access and the
ability to ensure that the money will
be there for disadvantaged students in
the future.

This amendment recognizes how im-
portant title I funding is to ensure that
the kids at the bottom get the oppor-
tunity to learn as well. We increase
title I funding by $1 billion to address
the incredible needs out there.

Finally, this amendment will in-
crease funding for Pell grants, grants
that help disadvantaged students go to
college, by $400 per year for each stu-
dent. I would guess that my colleagues
hear the same thing I hear when I talk
to young people about the incredible
amount of debt they accrue when they
go to college, debt they have to pay off.
We have to make sure we allow the
kids at the bottom to have access to
higher education. We recognize this in
the amendment by increasing the Pell
grants for students so we can assure
that more young people can go on to
college and our best and brightest will
be encouraged to go on to college no
matter what their income is.

These are the types of investments
we should be making in America’s
young people. Unfortunately, the Re-
publicans have the wrong priorities in
their budget. They are putting their
tax cut ahead of the needs of America’s
students. We know they are wrong, and
we have introduced this amendment to
make sure our students don’t lose out.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. For those members of the
majority who are inclined to oppose it,
I want them to know this amendment
would take only 15 percent of the tax
cut and put it towards education. I
can’t think of a better priority for this
Senate to support. I don’t think it is
too much to ask for America’s stu-
dents. By voting for this amendment,
we will be saying that the young people
of our country are a priority. They de-
serve a budget that treats them as a
priority.

I thank the Chair and yield my time
back to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator
from Connecticut, Mr. DODD, is yielded
15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, before my
colleague from Washington leaves the
floor, let me commend her for a very
fine and eloquent statement. She
brings to this debate not only an intel-
lectual commitment to the issue but
hands-on experience from her previous
life directly involved in the education
of young children.

I think it is valuable for us to pay at-
tention to our colleagues who bring
their life experiences to this Chamber
and can help us be better enlightened
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about what is needed. We certainly lis-
ten to our fellow colleague from Ten-
nessee, a good doctor, when he talks
about health care issues. We listen to
other Members who were part of the
private sector and add a significant
contribution to the debate. It is a for-
tunate moment, indeed, that we have
an educator, an elementary and sec-
ondary schoolteacher who was involved
in early education, in our midst. I
thank her for her efforts not only
today but over the years on education
issues.

I also commend the author of this
amendment, our colleague from New
Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN, and the
other cosponsors of this proposal.

It has already been pointed out but it
is worth repeating: There are roughly
55 million children, from Maine to Cali-
fornia, every day getting up to go to
school. Of that 55 million who went off
to school today, 50 million of them
walked through the doors of a public
school.

Our primary obligation is, obviously,
to these students in public schools.
That is not to say we are uninterested
or not involved with the 5 million who
go to private or parochial schools or a
home school. But our fundamental,
basic obligation goes to the public in-
stitutions that serve all children no
matter their means, needs or back-
grounds. That is primarily where our
tax dollars flow.

Now, the federal investment in
schools overall is small, shockingly
small. Seven cents on every dollar that
is contributed to the educational needs
of children comes from the Federal
Government; 93 cents of every dollar
comes from State and local taxes. The
lion’s share of the cost of education is
borne at the local and State level.

Historically, we have contributed as
much as 12 percent. Today, we are
down to 7. Although that is better than
some recent years when it was even
lower. This debate about what we do
with our 7 cents may not seem like
much, but to local communities, to
parent-teacher associations, to school
boards, to teachers, to superintendents,
to principals at the local level, this 7
cents is important. It helps direct
scarce and valuable resources towards
those elements of national educational
need that are most pronounced, most
in demand, or should be.

For those who argue a block grant
approach to the States, we do a great
disservice to our local communities,
where the bulk of the education costs
are borne. We do a great disservice to
them to deprive them of the direct
funding in the areas they are crying
out for help. To merely send a check
back to the States, knowing full well
that so many of these local commu-
nities lack the kinds of clout and influ-
ence at the State level, particularly
those communities, rural and urban,
that are most in need, is to do a great
disservice to the parents and edu-
cators, to the citizens of those commu-
nities.

Outside of the dollar amounts, block
grants also are a step backward in time
as well as policy. We tried a block
grant approach in the past. Basically,
it was revenuesharing. I think the
American public wants more than that.
They want us to offer a sense of na-
tional purpose, what ought to be our
goals, how best to achieve them, and
support the efforts of local schools,
local communities in meeting these.

Our goal is to get the dollars back to
the community and the schools as fast
and in the most direct, targeted way
we can and not allow it to be inter-
rupted. I hope as we go through the
process this year of talking about the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, we will keep in mind that it is our
relationship with our parents, students
and local communities, not with the
States, on which we ought to focus.

Beyond these policy differences, this
budget highlights our differences with
the funding approach of the majority.
When it comes to resource allocation,
the majority claims that they have, in
fact, increased spending on our schools,
but the numbers just don’t add up. I
will explain why.

The No. 1 priority in this budget is a
major tax cut. Again, I think the
American public has spoken rather
clearly on this issue. This budget pro-
vides for $150 billion of tax cuts, at a
minimum, over 5 years. Paying down
the debt, dealing with Medicare, Social
Security, and improving the quality of
education in this country are a distant
second, if even that, to that primary
goal—A tax cut. Even though these
other needs hold a far greater sense of
priority for most Americans than a
large tax cut which most people think
is not warranted in this kind of an
economy, the best economy we have
had in the history of our country. To
fund this tax cut, the budget cuts over-
all nondefense discretionary programs
by 6.2 percent.

On education, this budget claims a
$4.5 billion increase in spending. Keep
these numbers in mind. They say $4.5
billion; $2.3 billion of that is for a new
mandatory program, a new program—it
is hard enough to get funding for exist-
ing ones—a new mandatory program
that won’t be spent until the year 2005,
5 years from now. That leaves an in-
crease of $2.2 billion of the $4.5 billion.

The Republican budget resolution
also assumes a $700 million increase in
Pell grants to increase the maximum
grant by $200 to $3,500, and a $2.6 billion
increase for elementary and secondary
education programs alone, of which $1
billion of that $2.6 billion is for special
education. If you have had your pencils
out and added this up, all of these good
sounding programs add up to $3.3 bil-
lion.

That means to simply provide fund-
ing for these stated commitments, and
level fund other programs, this budget
should provide $3.3 billion more than
what our colleagues said, but this
budget only provides for the additional
$2.2 billion in spending.

This gap can only be filled by cutting
other education programs—core na-
tional efforts, such as college work-
study, campus-based child care, TRIO,
and GEAR UP would have to be cut by
22 percent to meet these goals.

There is no great new deal for edu-
cation in America in this proposal.
This is just another in the string of Re-
publican budgets that undercut, under-
mine, and underfund education. The
math is not complicated here. They say
$4.5 billion, but this isn’t adequate to
meet their commitments. So to make
up the difference within the Depart-
ment of Education, you would have to
cut at least amount—22 percent—in the
areas I have described.

We have and will continue to take a
different approach on education fund-
ing. This is a key national priority. In
the amendment, we are offering we
make a simple proposition—a little bit
less in tax cuts, 10 percent, in the first
year, and 16 percent over 5 years, for an
additional $4.5 billion in education.
That means cutting the $150 billion tax
cut by about $15 billion—a tax cut no-
body wants—and applying it to edu-
cation to make all the difference in the
world for children, families, and edu-
cators across this country.

Let it be clear, the choice is simple
here. This amendment would support
our efforts to accelerate change and
improvement in our schools. The sta-
tus quo is unacceptable. Our schools
are improving. Children are doing bet-
ter in many areas. Reading and math
scores are up—not as high as they
should be, but they are up—in nearly
every age group and all the different
groups of students across the country,
particularly in our poorest schools.

Mr. President, but that is not good
enough. We need to accelerate the pace
of this change, and change doesn’t
come inexpensively. Someone once
said, ‘‘If you think education is expen-
sive, try ignorance as a cost.’’ That is
what we are going to get if we don’t
make intelligent investments in these
programs.

What we propose is more resources,
with more accountability and higher
expectation for success. The budget by
the majority, which is in front of us, of
less funding for education goes right
along with their proposals for edu-
cation—block granting programs cur-
rently focused on areas of national
need and concern, and transforming
targeted, successful programs into
vouchers for private schools. Remem-
ber, 50 million of the 55 million stu-
dents are going in the door of public
schools. This is a recipe for failure in
our public educational system—dollars
frittered away on the status quo, less
targeting, less funding, less account-
ability.

If you want no accountability, put
dollars into in a block grant. How do
you follow that or find out where the
dollars have gone if it ends up in one
big, large block of money that goes
back to the States? How do you track
that and keep account of it? For those
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of us who care about accountability,
one sure way to get less of it is to have
a block grant approach.

So we want to see less of the status
quo approach. Their policies and fund-
ing for them are tired, timid, and dan-
gerous for our schools. Block grants
and vouchers are proven failures; why
would we waste more dollars on them
in the beginning of the 21st century?

Instead, our amendment proposes to
reinvigorate our investments in our
public schools—as I said a moment
ago—which serve 90 percent of the
America’s 55 million students.

It would provide the needed resources
to train teachers across the country in
reading and literacy. It would support
local afterschool programs for an addi-
tional 1.6 million students. It would as-
sist local communities as they work to
transform school facilities into safe,
modern, learning environments for all
students. It would ensure smaller class
sizes in the early grades, when students
are most in need of attention as they
learn to read. Mr. President, it would
support tough accountability and re-
sults in targeting resources to the
schools that are most in need. It would
also shore up our national commitment
to support students as they move on to
postsecondary education.

This is no litany of Federal pro-
grams. These are real initiatives we
can afford to do with the 7 cents—our 7
cents on the dollar spent for elemen-
tary and secondary education—to as-
sist local communities, to see that our
towns and counties across this country
get the backing and support they need
in the Federal Government.

Ask any parent about class size; ask
them about afterschool programs and
about school safety; they are crying
out for this help. That is what they
want, and that is what this amendment
offered by our colleagues as an alter-
native to what is in this budget would
do.

The choice is very clear. Can we af-
ford to take about $10 billion or $15 bil-
lion over 5 years out of this tax cut
proposal and put it into the one area,
Education, that Americans all across
the economic, racial, ethnic, gender
spectrum, say they want to see this
Congress spend time and effort on?
They have never spoken more loudly or
clearly on an issue.

In light of that, we think this amend-
ment is a responsible, prudent, and effi-
cient way to continue to get the ac-
countability and resources necessary
to improve the quality of the education
of our children as we sit on the cusp of
the 21st century. With all of the chal-
lenges we will have, we should offer
nothing less than the very best we can
to see that local communities will have
the tools to succeed in what will be the
most competitive environment any
generation of Americans has ever had
to face in our 210-year history. For
those reasons, I strongly urge adoption
of this amendment.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the
manager of the bill is on the floor. I
ask to be yielded some time, if he
would.

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator will be
patient a moment, how much time does
the Senator want?

Mr. GORTON. Ten minutes.
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 10 minutes to

the Senator.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I have

listened with great care to the Senator
from Connecticut paradoxically claim-
ing that to create a half dozen new cat-
egorical education aid programs and
keeping control over all of them, to en-
able the U.S. Department of Education
to write a few hundred pages more of
rules and regulations, somehow or an-
other enhances local control.

Mr. President, that is an Alice in
Wonderland argument. A debate that
will be at the heart of education will
take place in this body next month
when the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act comes to the floor. By a
regrettable partisan vote, that com-
mittee has proposed an Elementary
and Secondary Education Act renewal
that gives more promise to increase
the academic performance of our stu-
dents than has any other educational
debate in this body for a decade or
more.

On one side, including the chairman
of the committee whose bill that is be-
fore us, are those who believe in true
education reform and the kind of inno-
vation that focuses not on how well
teachers and superintendents and prin-
cipals fill out Federal forms but on how
well our students actually do. On the
other side is the attitude that the Fed-
eral Government knows best and that
somehow or other men and women all
across the United States of America—
parents and teachers and principals
and superintendents and elected school
board members, most of them working
without compensation—somehow or
other don’t know or don’t care what is
best for their kids and we have to pro-
vide them with guidance.

Recently on this issue, one of my col-
leagues said that if we give these local
communities the right to set their own
education priorities, they will likely
use the money for ‘‘building a new
locker room or redecorating office
space.’’

On hearing this charge, one of my su-
perintendents, the superintendent of
the Oak Harbor School District, had
this to say:

School boards are very close to their con-
stituencies. Probably more than any other
type of governing body, they are sensitive to
the needs and demands of their communities.
After all, they see their constituents on a
daily basis at grocery stores, soccer fields
and dance concerts. A parent can easily in-
fluence all five of our board members. Ten
parents can move mountains locally. By con-
trast, what influence would these same peo-
ple have on the education department, or
even Congress? The best opportunity to
avoid wasteful expenditures of education
funds is at the local level where individual
citizens have the greatest power and influ-
ence.

Yet what do we have from the minor-
ity party in the health committee on
this request? Twenty new Federal edu-
cation programs. We already have
teacher training programs, to early
childhood programs, to programs for
delinquent and at-risk youths. They of-
fered these new programs in that com-
mittee even though the General Ac-
counting Office finds that we already
fund 127 at-risk and delinquent youth
programs in 15 Federal agencies and de-
partments, 86 teacher training pro-
grams in 9 Federal agencies and depart-
ments, and more than 90 early child-
hood programs in 11 Federal agencies
and departments. But, according to
them, we need 20 more to be added to
all of these.

Our view, to the contrary, is just
this. We should allow our States and
local education agencies to make the
determinations of how best to use this
money, and we should hold them ac-
countable in only one way so the stu-
dents actually do better.

We have offered three alternatives.
One is that any State that likes the
present system, that believes it is per-
fectly all right to fill out these forms,
that doesn’t mind a bureaucracy with
hundreds of different education pro-
grams, can continue to do it the way
they do it today. Any State that likes
the present system can continue it.

Fifteen States will be allowed the op-
portunity under Straight A’s simply to
take all of the money, give 95 percent
of it to the school districts in the same
proportion they get it today, and be ac-
countable only for the performance of
their students. And all of the other
States will be allowed the program pro-
posed by the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, that would require title I money
at least to go directly down to the
school district in exactly the amounts
that it does today.

For 35 years under title I, we have at-
tempted to reduce the disparity be-
tween title I-eligible students and the
more privileged students who are not
eligible for title I. That disparity has
not increased. For the first time in
these programs, we are actually offer-
ing an incentive—more money to those
States that work to decrease the dis-
parity and show they have actually
been successful.

There is, unfortunately, a great gulf
between the two sides on this issue.
The one side likes the present system
and, in fact, apparently believes we
need more than 127 programs for at-
risk and delinquent youths, more than
90 early childhood programs, more than
86 different and distinct teacher train-
ing programs, more forms from the
Federal Government and from the bu-
reaucracy, and less trust in the ability
and interest of either State officials or
local school officials in making the de-
termination as to what our children
need to succeed.

That is simply wrong. The men and
women who know our children’s names
know best what they need to succeed in
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education. The accountability we set
out for them in our proposal is the
most fundamental accountability of
all. It is: To see to it that your stu-
dents do better, come up with a system
of tests that show whether or not they
are succeeding in their academic sub-
jects, and if they do succeed, you will
go forward with this flexibility; you
will in fact get more money.

The difference is striking. It is a
great contrast. But those who believe
in local control will allow the people in
our States and communities to have
that control, and we will not tell them
they have to spend their time filling
out forms and following hundreds of
pages of Federal regulations.

There is a great gulf between the two
sides in this debate. But our side is the
one that believes in the future of our
children and believes the future can
best be determined by their parents, by
their teachers, and by their elected
school board members at home.

To go down the road putting more
money into a failed system is to put
new wine in old bottles. The bottles
will simply burst and the wine be wast-
ed.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank Senator GORTON for the remarks
he made. I don’t think people remem-
ber that when we first started this
movement toward more flexibility and
control by local government and ac-
countability, SLADE GORTON offered the
first amendment. And there has been a
constant evolution in that direction. I
personally thank him for it.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from North
Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Bingaman amend-
ment. The single most important thing
we do as a government is educate our
young people. What we should be doing
and talking about today in this debate
is making this decade ‘‘the education
decade.’’

We have in the United States the
best roads, the best technology, and
the best economy. But we don’t have
the best schools. We should be working
toward making our schools the envy of
the world.

I intend to submit a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment later during the course
of this debate which provides that 10
percent of the non-Social Security sur-
plus will be devoted to education. I
think it is the kind of statement that
we as a body need to make to show the
American people we are committed to
providing the resources that are nec-
essary to educate our young people.

If I can make just one comment in
response to the Senator’s remarks,
what we are talking about in this de-
bate is simply providing the resources
for the programs that are so des-
perately needed, which I will talk
about in just a minute. We are not
talking about placing bureaucratic re-
strictions on State and local school

districts. I believe very strongly that
we don’t want our school systems run
out of Washington. In fact, we need our
school systems to be run at the State
and local level. We need to be sure they
have the flexibility to make the deci-
sions about what is best for their
schools. I support that. We support
that.

The issue we are debating today is
whether we are going to provide in this
budget process the resources that are
so desperately needed in our public
schools today. If we don’t provide these
resources, it is going to be impossible
for our children to compete in the
world. There is no doubt that they will
be required to compete in a global
economy. Our responsibility is to give
them the tools to compete. They will
not have the tools to compete unless
we provide the resources that are so
desperately needed by our public
schools.

I would like to talk briefly about
four areas.

First, afterschool programs: We have
thousands and thousands of children
all over this country who are on the
waiting list to get into afterschool pro-
grams.

I actually have some firsthand expe-
rience with afterschool programs be-
cause my wife and I helped start an
afterschool program in Raleigh, NC.

We have computers, we have tech-
nology, and volunteer tutors help chil-
dren to learn technology, help them
with their homework, help them pre-
pare for tests. I have been able to see
firsthand what happens when kids are
put on a level playing field and they
are all given a chance.

We know the time kids are most like-
ly to get in trouble is between the time
they get out of school and the time
their parents get home from work. It is
nobody’s fault their parents have to
work. We ought to give the kids a safe
place to go, a safe environment where
they can continue to learn and con-
tinue to be productive; equally impor-
tant, give them a sense of self-esteem
and make them believe they have an
equal opportunity to compete against
all the students around them. I have
seen firsthand what happens. Their
self-esteem grows, their self-image
grows; as a result, their engagement
grows and their grades improve. It hap-
pens over and over and over.

That is why afterschool programs are
so important. This is not about a line
item on a budget, this is about the
lives of our children.

Class size: Every teacher I encounter
tells me they feel as if they are baby-
sitting. It is impossible for them to
teach when they have 30, 32, 33 children
in a classroom. We have to do some-
thing about that.

We have trouble attracting good
teachers. We have trouble retaining
good teachers. Our responsibility is to
give teachers the tools they need to do
the job they want to do. They are pro-
fessionals. They are professionals who
are in this business because they want

to educate kids. We have to give them
an environment that allows them to be
effective. That is what reducing class
size is about. Making our kids effec-
tive, allowing kids to have access to
the teachers they say they so des-
perately want to have access to so they
can learn—that is what this debate is
about.

School construction and moderniza-
tion: Just a few weeks ago, I was at
Wayside Elementary School in States-
ville, NC, a small, overcrowded, school
built more than 50 years ago. They
have literally put pieces of carpet all
over the floor to cover asbestos tiles.
The roof is leaking. The children have
to go outside in order to go to the
bathrooms. There are trailers, mobile
homes, everywhere. The teachers who
teach in that school a couple years ago
got an incentive bonus. These are al-
ready underpaid teachers, but instead
of keeping the bonus money for them-
selves and their families, they turned
their bonuses back in to be used at the
school. It is obvious these teachers are
committed to the young people whom
they are trying to educate. These kids
cannot learn in a school that is falling
apart. They cannot learn when they
are sitting on top of each other in
classrooms.

What kind of message does it send to
the American people when these kids
go to the local mall, all the stores are
beautiful and shiny and new and well
built, and then they go to Wayside Ele-
mentary School, the building is falling
apart, patches of carpet are every-
where, the roof is leaking, and in order
to go to the bathroom they have to go
outside?

We need to do something about this.
We need to put our kids in good quality
buildings. We need to modernize the
schools. We need to do it in a fiscally
responsible and sound way. It is criti-
cally important we put our kids and
our teachers in an environment where
they can learn—the teachers can teach
and the kids can learn.

Finally, Title I: Visit the schools in
North Carolina, and the one thing you
learn immediately is, we don’t have a
level playing field. There are some
schools in Wake County and Mecklen-
burg County, Raleigh, and Charlotte
that are beautiful and new with lots of
technology. Go out into the rural areas
of North Carolina, and we find schools
that are falling apart, where they can’t
keep teachers. These are the schools at
which Title I is aimed.

Title I has not been as successful as
we would like in some areas. Although
it has done very good things, there is
more that needs to be done. We need to
make sure a child living in the country
in North Carolina has just as good an
opportunity to learn as a child who
lives in Raleigh or Charlotte. There is
absolutely no reason that a child who
is born in Raleigh, NC, should have an
opportunity for a better education
than a child who is born in rural North
Carolina. That is what Title I is about.
It is about leveling the playing field.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2175April 5, 2000
There is nothing more important we

can do in the Senate this year than
focus on education. We must send a
clear and unmistakable message to the
American people that we are willing to
do whatever is necessary, financially
and otherwise, to support our public
school system, to educate our children,
to give our children a chance to com-
pete against every other child in this
global economy. That is what we
should be talking about today. That is
what we should be debating. More im-
portantly, that is what we should be
committing to do in this budget proc-
ess.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. I yield 10 minutes to the

Senator from New York.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GREGG). The Senator from New York.
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I

thank the Senator for yielding. I thank
our Senator from New Mexico and the
Senator from Massachusetts and so
many others who have put together
this outstanding amendment. This
amendment is one of the most impor-
tant amendments we will vote on this
entire year.

We have moved into an economy
where ideas matter. As Alan Greenspan
puts it: High value is added no longer
by moving things but, rather, by think-
ing things. We cannot afford an edu-
cational system that the OECD—the 22
developed nations in North America,
Europe, and Japan—ranks, in America,
15th, 16th, or 17th.

I think Americans have come to-
gether on two types of issues: One, that
we are willing to spend more money on
education. We have to. When a starting
salary for a teacher is $24,000, when we
have such shortages of classrooms,
when we don’t have the kinds of things
we need for afterschool and computers
and all the things that make a modern
education worthwhile, there is only
one answer. It is money.

We all know the local property tax-
payer who from the beginning has
funded education in this country is up
to here in property taxes. The choices
are simple: Let education stagnate or
let the Federal Government play a
more significant role. Most Americans
want us to do that. It is unfortunate
the budget that is put before the Sen-
ate does not do that.

The second issue I think we all em-
brace in general is that we must have
standards in education. A student who
is not reading at a third-grade level
should not be promoted from the
fourth to the fifth grade. A teacher
who is not certified in a subject should
not be teaching it. We need real stand-
ards and real accountability. Put that
together and I think we can come up
with a significant education program
that can bring Americans together and
do the job our country needs.

Mark my words, if our educational
system stays at the present level, we
will not be the leading economy in the
world in the year 2025 or 2050. This is a
crisis that demands some dramatic ur-
gency.

The amendment put forward by the
Senator from New Mexico and others,
including myself, makes a difference.
Let me go over again what it does.
First, it puts a qualified teacher in
every classroom. There is $2 billion for
recruitment, mentoring, and profes-
sional development of qualified teach-
ers. Many of the things I have been
working on, a Marshall Plan for teach-
ers, are included in this amendment.
We desperately need it in New York.
Nationally, for instance, we face a
teacher shortage of 2.2 million over the
next decade. New York faces a teacher
shortage of 80,000 men and women over
the next 5 years. How are we going to
get qualified teachers? Currently, only
10 States require and fund programs for
new teachers, 12 pay veteran teachers
to be mentors. This amendment pro-
vides those kinds of resources.

Second, it helps communities mod-
ernize our schools. My children attend
the public schools in New York City. I
will never forget the day I went to open
school day for my little one, Alison’s
kindergarten class, a few years back.
There were two classes in that one kin-
dergarten room. You could not hear
above the voice of the teacher of the
other class in the other corner of the
room; you could not hear what Alison’s
teacher was saying to her students.

Left alone to the localities, left with
the tremendous burden the property
tax puts on so many Americans, we
will not modernize our schools. But our
amendment comes to the rescue. It
provides $1.3 billion in grants and loans
for the much needed repair of 5,000 pub-
lic elementary and secondary schools
in high-need areas. It leverages an ad-
ditional $25 billion in interest-free
bonds to help build schools.

New York currently has an unmet
funding need for school construction of
$50.7 billion, one-sixth the national
need of $307 billion. We desperately
need this part of the amendment.

The amendment supports tough ac-
countability for results. To put money
into a program without having it be ac-
countable, as it would be in the private
sector, has been one of our failures in
education—lack of accountability.

I disagree with some of my friends on
the left who say that accountability is
wrong or unmeetable. I plead with my
colleagues to do two things. First, keep
the bar high. That is the only way we
are going to stay a leading country.
But help provide the resources to let
those get over that bar. The other two
choices are unacceptable: to lower the
bar or to not help people get over it.
Neither is good. The tough account-
ability for results in this amendment—
$116 million over last year to $250 mil-
lion for accountability—is vital.

This amendment rejects the cuts
that have been proposed in impact aid.
We have, in New York State, districts
such as Indian River near Fort Drum
and Highland Falls near West Point
which would be devastated by the cut
actually in the President’s budget be-
cause he eliminates $94 million in im-

pact aid. This amendment restores
that.

Not least important, this supports a
commitment to smaller classes; $1.75
billion to hire 100,000 new teachers and
reduce class size in the early grades.
My daughter has seen class size grow in
her public school, P.S. 230. She is one
of millions of American children who
see that.

We expand afterschool opportunities
for children. I participated in after-
school programs and played basketball.
It kept me in good shape. Many stu-
dents do not have that opportunity. We
increase it.

We increase support for children with
disabilities, and we make college more
affordable by increasing the individual
Pell grant by $400.

These are all important things to do.
Compare this with the budget that has
been proposed by my friends. The prob-
lem is twofold. No. 1, it does not pro-
vide those resources. We can talk and
talk and talk about education, but, un-
less we provide resources, we are not
going to achieve our goal.

Most Americans support that wish. I
think the other side is being penny-
wise and pound foolish to not support
increasing aid for education. Ask
Americans what is their No. 1 priority,
above any other spending program,
above tax cuts and above retiring the
deficits. It is education. The budget
proposed by my friends on the other
side of the aisle does not recognize that
need. It is woefully inadequate. It actu-
ally cuts, by $1.4 billion, from what the
President did. I am the first to say
what the President did in his budget
was not enough in this important area.
It is the spending area where we most
need an increase.

No. 2, the budget envisions this block
grant procedure, which I know my col-
leagues on the other side want to move
forward, in the ESEA bill on which we
will vote. In their budget, under func-
tion 500, it says:

This bill will give States greater flexibility
in delivering hundreds of elementary and
secondary education programs and will place
more decisionmaking in the hands of States,
localities and families.

It is good rhetoric, but I will tell you
I don’t think we should take the Fed-
eral taxpayer dollars and let it be
frittered away in the same way we
have seen money wasted in the past.
We in this Congress should set our pri-
orities for education. We should cer-
tainly not mandate on the locality
that they have to take our priorities.
But if they want some money, they
better improve and reform their sys-
tems.

Crime is the area in which I have the
most expertise. I remember when we
had a crimefighting block grant very
similar to this proposal. One locality
bought a tank. Another State bought
an airplane so the Governor could fly
from Washington to Indianapolis—it
was the Governor of Indiana—all under
the block grant process.

I do not get the logic. Our friends on
the other side say the system is not
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working well enough. I agree. Then
they give money to the same exact peo-
ple to spend in the same exact way.
What sense does that make? We are
trying to get the localities to reach to
a higher goal: Lower class size and we
will give you some dollars; increase ac-
countability and we will give you some
dollars; make better classrooms and we
will give you some dollars. But we are
not going to give dollars—I ask the
Senator from Nevada, may I have an
additional 2 minutes?

Mr. REID. The Senator from New
York is yielded 5 minutes.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, we set

out goals. A block grant is a continu-
ation of mediocrity. A block grant does
not give families the power to spend
the money. It gives money so the same
local institutions, many that have been
mired in mediocrity, can do the same
thing as they have been doing before.
Sure as we are sitting here, if we have
a block grant, do you know where it is
going to end up? Administrators’ fol-
derol.

The programs in the amendment of
the Senator from New Mexico are de-
signed to do specific things that all
Americans support and, more impor-
tantly, even that our educational ex-
perts tell us are needed to improve edu-
cation. So the fact that the budget is
pusillanimous, is stingy in the area
where we most need help—education—
and the fact is, instead of laying out a
specific guidepost based on careful
analysis and what the experts say is
needed, it just takes a ball of money
and throws it to a locality or throws it
to a State, separating the taxing au-
thority from the spending authority.
That is probably the greatest problem
in block grants because when you sepa-
rate the taxing authority from the
spending authority, you almost always
get wasted money. It is free money to
others. Those are the two great prob-
lems in education, our most important
priority with the budget that is put be-
fore us.

I ask my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle to look at that budget;
when they go home and make speeches
about how important education is, to
then ask themselves how they can vote
for a budget that actually cuts from
the President’s budget by approxi-
mately $1.4 billion, not including
IDEA.

I ask my colleagues on the other side
who criticize the present system, why
just give, in a mass block grant, money
to the same States and same localities
that have not measured up now? Why
not increase the amount of dollars but
only allow them to go into the class-
room, whether it be teachers or new
classrooms or standards for those
classrooms that everyone, when they
go back home to give speeches, seems
to say we need?

I salute the Senator from New Mex-
ico, the Senator from Massachusetts,

the Senator from Washington, and all
the others who have put together this
amendment. It is a marvelous blue-
print, a well-thought-out blueprint of
where we need to go in education. Let
us stop simply giving the American
people rhetoric. Let us put together a
concrete plan that makes a difference
in the areas where we need to make a
difference, such as reducing class size,
modernizing and building more class-
rooms, improving the quality of teach-
ers, and improving accountability.

This amendment does it. I urge my
colleagues to support it and reject the
present budget. The budget before us is
a pusillanimous and unfocused ap-
proach towards education.

I yield the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how

much time do I have remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 6 minutes.
Mr. DOMENICI. I want to reserve 2

minutes. I will speak for 4 minutes.
Mr. President, this request has been

worked out with the minority. I ask
unanimous consent that the vote occur
in relation to the Bingaman amend-
ment at 5:30 p.m. in a stacked se-
quence, with no amendment in order to
the Bingaman amendment prior to the
vote and, further, that there be 2 min-
utes for debate prior to each vote for
explanation. I further ask unanimous
consent that following the use or yield-
ing back of time on the Bingaman
first-degree amendment, the amend-
ment be laid aside, and Senator AL-
LARD be recognized to offer a first-de-
gree amendment relative to debt reduc-
tion. I further ask unanimous consent
that following the use of or yielding
back of time, Senator CONRAD be recog-
nized to offer a second-degree amend-
ment relative to debt reduction, and
that following the use or yielding back
of time, those votes occur in a stacked
sequence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that all votes in the voting se-
quence after the first vote be limited to
10 minutes in duration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. In light of this
agreement, the next votes will occur
today starting at 5:30 p.m. I thank all
Members for their cooperation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, to alert all
Members, especially on the minority
side, we have been told the majority
leader expects to spend a lot of time
here tonight, and the minority will
offer amendments throughout the
evening.

It is my understanding the majority
leader wants to get the time left on
this resolution down to single digits.
We are now in high double digits. We
will have to work into the evening to-
night to eat up some of that time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself 4 minutes, reserving 2
minutes.

First, wherever the distinguished
Senator from New York referred to the
Senator from New Mexico, it is more
fair he say the Senator from New Mex-
ico, Mr. BINGAMAN, because I do not
want credit for something of which I
am not in favor.

I want to make three quick argu-
ments: First, for those who are listen-
ing and those in American education
who think we are going to decide in de-
tail how the money in this budget is
going to be used for education, I assure
them the appropriations subcommittee
headed by Senator SPECTER and the
Senate is going to determine how the
money in this budget resolution is
spent in education.

We can come to the floor and talk
about all the problems in education
and say the Bingaman amendment
takes care of these things. The truth of
the matter is that is a wish list. That
is what somebody hopes will happen.
What will happen is what the appropri-
ators decide. Anybody who has a wish
for education can come down here
today and say the Senate budget reso-
lution is going to take care of this
problem in education, and if those lis-
tening believe it, then wait around for
3 months and see what the appropri-
ators do.

My second point is that there is a lot
of talk about whether or not we cut the
President’s budget. I have a Congres-
sional Budget Office analysis of our
education numbers. This is what they
say: The Senate’s budget is $47.877 bil-
lion in budget authority, program au-
thority; the President’s is $47.228 bil-
lion, a difference of $600 million more
in the pending resolution than that for
which the President provided.

The baseline from which we start
this year is $43.3 billion. Everybody can
do the arithmetic. We have added more
than the President to this function.
Where it goes will be determined by the
appropriators.

My other observation is that while in
office, this President has called himself
the education President. He has
bragged that he has gotten Congress to
go along with him on education. There
are Members coming to the floor say-
ing these are Republican education
numbers while, as a matter of fact, the
President is bragging they are his over
the last 5 years. I do not know whom to
believe, but I think we have increased
education significantly over the last 6
years while we have been in power in
the Senate.

My last observation has to do with
whether or not the new bill that is
going to be reported out of committee
and come to the floor is going to do
away with categorical programs. To
those who love the 300 or 400 categor-
ical programs we have and think they
must be helping education, I say that
is why it has not gotten any better in
the last 10 years. If they think that is
what the bill says, let me tell them it
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is going to have three menu items. One
is if schools like what we have now,
they can keep it. They can keep that
program everybody thinks is so great
or they can opt to take a lump sum
with strings attached that mean per-
formance and accountability. If they
take that, they have to account for it;
they have to be accountable, and they
receive a bonus if their accountability
is on the plus side. If not, they do not
get a bonus.

Actually, we are going to let the
schools decide which way they want to
go. Republicans are already in the field
trying out this idea. To the amazement
of some Democrats, school leaders,
school boards, superintendents, and
principals are opting our way, saying:
Give us a chance instead of putting all
these strings on our education money.

We have done enough. We do not need
the Bingaman amendment. I hope it is
tabled later in the day. I commend my
colleague for his interest in education.
We have done enough when we do more
than the President this year.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I yield 10 minutes to the

Senator from South Carolina, and this
will be off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, upon
taking office, President Ronald Reagan
appointed a commission to root out
government waste, fraud and abuse.
Headed by Peter Grace, the Grace Com-
mission reviewed the numerous Federal
departments and agencies, and called
for the elimination of tremendous
waste. The commission also called for
an annual report on the implementa-
tion of its recommendations. Eighty-
five percent of the Grace Commission’s
recommendations were implemented
by 1989, but today not only has Con-
gress abandoned the Grace Commis-
sion’s initiative but is racing in the
other direction.

Section 201 of the Social Security
Act requires that Social Security sur-
pluses be invested in Treasury bills so
that the trust fund can reap interest
and grow. Paradoxically, section 201 re-
quires that the trust fund be spent or
eliminated. When you buy Treasury
bills you give the Government the
money and the Government, in turn,
gives you a note or bond which
amounts to an IOU. The only way to
have the trust fund reflect a surplus in-
stead of a deficit is to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to maintain in
the trust fund cash in an amount equal
to the total redemption value of its
Treasury bills. Today, instead of trust
fund surpluses of $1,099 billion, the So-
cial Security ‘‘lockbox’’ is $1,009 billion
in IOUs.

The policy of investing in U.S. Gov-
ernment instruments is sound. Some
think that the fund could make more
money by investing in the stock mar-
ket, but this involves risk that the
Congress is determined not to take.

Fifteen years ago we only owed Social
Security $50 billion. We were not wor-
ried because we were taking in sur-
pluses each year. In 1990, we amended
the Budget Act prohibiting the Presi-
dent and/or Congress from reporting a
budget offset by Social Security sur-
pluses. We wanted the people to know
the true condition of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund and the growth of the
national debt. Nevertheless, surpluses
continued to be applied against the na-
tional debt obscuring its elephantine
growth. As the debt grows, carrying
charges or interest costs grow. Come
the year 2013, there will be a day of
reckoning. In 2013, there will not be
enough revenue from payroll taxes to
pay the Social Security benefits. Con-
gress, for the first time, will look to
the trust fund which was supposed to
have been saved to take care of the
baby boomers. Instead, the Social Se-
curity trust fund is projected to be in
the red $4 trillion. Congress will have
two options: cut the benefits or raise
the taxes. Looking at the increasing
need and already short $4 trillion, Con-
gress will no doubt cut benefits. In the
meantime, interests costs on the na-
tional debt, the waste that the Grace
Commission intended to eliminate,
grows like ‘‘gangbusters.’’

When President Lyndon Johnson bal-
anced the budget last in 1968 the an-
nual interest cost on the national debt
was only $16 billion. Today, the Con-
gressional Budget Office, CBO, esti-
mates it will be $362 billion—almost a
billion dollars a day for nothing. No
one thinks we should accumulate $4
trillion in the Social Security trust
fund by repealing section 201. Yet, the
people should be awakened to the fact
that Congress hasn’t paid for the Gov-
ernment it has been providing for 31
years. CBO estimated in February that
we will spend $58.9 billion more this
year than we take in. Looking at the
votes in Congress since that time, the
deficit will exceed $100 billion. Talk of
a surplus is a total farce. Talk of not
spending Social Security is a total
farce. Talk of a Social Security
lockbox is a total farce. And any pro-
posal for a tax cut is no more than an
increase in the debt, an increase in in-
terest costs, an increase in waste.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator and yield the floor.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I yield the Senator from

Minnesota 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota.
AMENDMENT NO. 2926

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Nevada. I espe-
cially thank my colleague, Senator
BINGAMAN from New Mexico, not only
for his amendment but for his work in
education and for children.

Quite often, we will come out here on
the floor and talk about how great Sen-
ator ‘‘so and so’’ is. I am not saying it
is not meant because I think quite

often it is meant. But from my point of
view, at least, I think Senator BINGA-
MAN’s methodology as a Senator is in-
teresting. He never seems to try to
claim credit for what he does. He is ex-
tremely thoughtful. He is very sub-
stantive. I believe he is one of the best
Senators in the Senate. I am proud to
support this amendment.

Really, what this amendment says,
as we look at this overall budget—after
all, our budget speaks to our prior-
ities—is that there is a difference be-
tween the Democrats and Republicans.
It is a difference that makes a dif-
ference.

Republicans, in their budget pro-
posal, have provided much more fund-
ing for IDEA. I thank the Presiding Of-
ficer, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, for his strong voice on this. Ever
since he came here to the Senate, he
has been talking about the need to live
up to what is an unfunded mandate and
to provide for more resources in this
area. I think that is extremely impor-
tant.

I also hear from people at our school
district levels: Look, if you would do
the job of providing the funding here,
that would help us in many important
ways. Above and beyond that, what we
have done is said yes to that. We pro-
vide for the same funding, but we go
further. We say that we think there is
an important choice we need to make
as Senators, and there is an important
choice and decision the country needs
to make: Whether we go down the path
of the tax cuts—many of them dis-
proportionately flowing to high-income
people, to more affluent citizens—or
whether, as we look over the next 5
years, we could, in fact, do better by
our children and do better by education
with close to an additional $35 billion.

I think I heard my colleague, my
friend from New Mexico, whom I work
with a lot in the mental health area,
say: Look, we have done enough. Basi-
cally, we believe there is enough in this
budget.

I do not agree. I am in profound dis-
agreement. I am in a school every 2
weeks, most of the time in Minnesota,
although sometimes in other States, as
well. I was a college teacher for 20
years. I love to be in schools. I love to
teach. I love to meet with students.

I will tell you right now, in Min-
nesota, and all across the country, we
have a lot of crumbling schools. I think
in Minnesota we have well over a $1 bil-
lion challenge ahead of us.

I will tell you this: It is very difficult
to tell students and young people we
value them and then not invest in
these schools to the point where the in-
frastructure is crumbling. What we say
to students when we do not even invest
in the physical infrastructure is: We do
not value you.

We have the task of rebuilding crum-
bling schools. But don’t stop there, I
say to Senators. We need to do more. I
do not think this budget that our Re-
publican colleagues have presented
does near enough. I am in profound dis-
agreement.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2178 April 5, 2000
You ask the students—talk to them;

in many ways, they are the experts on
education—what works and what
doesn’t? They will all tell you that one
of the keys to a good education is good
teachers.

In the budget proposal that the
Democrats have brought to the floor,
Senator BINGAMAN taking the lead, we
talk about the need to get more re-
sources to the school district level so
that we can hire more good teachers
and we can have smaller class size.

I would argue today and tomorrow
and for the rest of this year and for the
next 10 years, that is one of the best
things we can do.

One of the things we do not include
in this budget proposal but Democrats
have talked about—I wish we would
back it more with investment—is what
we should be doing prekindergarten.

But let me go on about what we can
do and what is in this proposal.

In addition, we are talking about
afterschool programs. I have not found
any issue where there is a greater com-
munity consensus—from law enforce-
ment to teachers, to parents, to social
workers, to youth workers—that we
have to give our children and our
young people positive alternatives
after school: places to go, places to be.
We include that in this proposal. That
makes a whole lot of sense.

We had a debate—sort of a debate—
on the Ed-Flex bill. I will admit, I was
in a minority of one on that. I think
the final vote was 99–1. But one of the
arguments I made—which I believe
most Senators agree with, I hope—and
which is certainly a part of this pro-
posal, is that we are talking about
flexibility at the same time we are pro-
viding title I money, which goes to
those students who are disadvantaged,
those students who need additional
support. We are funding it at about a
30-percent level.

In my State of Minnesota—I am in
inner-city schools all the time—in the
city of St. Paul, after you go below the
threshold of 65 percent of your students
coming from homes which make them
qualified for the free or reduced school
lunch program, we do not have any
funding. Once you have 60 percent of
your students low income, you do not
qualify. We are out of money. We can
do much better.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle say we have done enough. No,
we have not done enough. It is not
enough to give speeches. It is not
enough to have photo opportunities
next to children. It is not enough to
say we are all for education. It is not
enough to say we are for young people
because they are our future. It is not
enough until we back it up by digging
into our pockets and, yes, spending
more money and making the invest-
ment.

I think this amendment that we
bring to the floor is a ‘‘divide’’ amend-
ment. This is a divide amendment be-
tween Republicans and their prior-
ities—more tax cuts; more tax cuts dis-

proportionately going to wealthy,
high-income people, versus more in-
vestment in children and more invest-
ment in education.

Frankly, I would be willing to debate
any colleague who says we have done
enough, that we should not be making
this additional investment.

Of course, we should be making this
additional investment. We are not
going to provide the best education for
every child on a ‘‘tin cup’’ budget. This
additional $35 billion can make a dif-
ference.

Let me also point out, since we have
this debate on the floor of the Senate—
and we will have much more of this de-
bate when we get to the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act—that I
am deeply troubled by all of the Sen-
ators—I hope not a majority—who
want to talk about high stakes stand-
ardized tests and want to say we are for
rigor and want to say we are for ac-
countability and want to even say
that, by gosh, if a third grader, age 8,
does not pass this test, then she is
going to be held back, but we are un-
willing to make the investment and get
the resources to the local school dis-
trict level so that every one of these
children have the same opportunity to
pass these tests. We hold children re-
sponsible for our failure to invest in
their achievement and their future. We
can’t have it this way. We ought to be
talking about high standards. We
ought to be telling our children we ex-
pect the very best of them, but we also
need to have the policy integrity, as
Senators, to provide the resources to
our local communities so we can make
sure that, as a Nation and as a Senate,
we have met the opportunity-to-learn
standard, that every child in the
United States of America, regardless of
color of skin, rich or poor, low income
or high income, rural or urban, or boy
or girl, will have the same chance to
reach his or her full potential.

This $35 billion is not Heaven on
Earth. It doesn’t make it perfect, but it
makes it a better Earth on Earth for
our children. I believe we should sup-
port it, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the pending Bingaman
amendment to increase funding for
education programs in the FY2001
budget resolution—programs that have
been proven to increase student per-
formance. Few of the problems facing
us today are as important as the chal-
lenge of educating our children to meet
the demands of the future. Yet, the
budget resolution put forward by the
Majority does nothing for key prior-
ities like funding for high-quality
teachers, smaller class sizes, modern
and accountable schools, and expanded
and improved technology in the class-
room. In fact, total discretionary
spending for education, training and
social services programs in the Repub-
lican budget plan before us is $4.7 bil-
lion below the President’s budget re-

quest, reducing discretionary edu-
cation funding to below FY2000 levels.

I strongly supported an amendment
offered during the Budget Committee
markup to provide increased funding
for smaller class sizes, school construc-
tion and renovation, and teacher qual-
ity—initiatives that are critical to en-
suring an educated citizenry. I regret
that Republican members of the Com-
mittee opposed this amendment, re-
sulting in its defeat, and I would
strongly urge my colleagues to support
the pending amendment.

Mr. President, the quality of teachers
and principals is essential to student
achievement. Research indicates that
high-quality teachers are the single
most important determinant in how
well students learn. Likewise, research
has shown that students attending
small classes with qualified teachers in
early grades make more rapid edu-
cational progress than students in larg-
er classes. This amendment would in-
crease funding in these critical areas,
as well as in other areas such as after-
school programs and school moderniza-
tion, offset by reducing the irrespon-
sible tax cuts included in the Major-
ity’s proposal. It would also make
higher education more affordable and
accessible by increasing the maximum
Pell Grant, and increasing funding for
the TRIO and GEAR-UP programs.

Throughout my service in the United
States Senate, I have been committed
to the goal of ensuring a quality edu-
cation for all our Nation’s citizens.
This amendment would move us in the
direction of that important goal and I
again urge my colleagues to support it.

AMENDMENT NO. 2928

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if Senator REID will agree that I
may offer the Johnson amendment—he
asked that it be offered on his behalf—
and a second-degree from me, and we
vote on both of them by voice vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No objection,
Mr. President.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on be-
half of Senator JOHNSON, I send a first-
degree amendment to the desk and ask
for its immediate consideration. I ask
unanimous consent this be in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ICI] for Mr. JOHNSON, for himself and Mr.
ABRAHAM, proposes an amendment numbered
2928.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR MILITARY RETIREE

HEALTH CARE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, aggre-

gates, allocations, functional totals, and
other budgetary levels and limits may be re-
vised for legislation to fund improvements to
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health care programs for military retirees
and their dependents in order to fulfill the
promises made to them, provided that the
enactment of that legislation will not cause
an on-budget deficit for—

(1) fiscal year 2001; or
(2) the period of fiscal years 2001 through

2005.
(b) REVISED LEVELS.—Upon the consider-

ation of legislation pursuant to subsection
(a), the Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen-
ate appropriately revised allocations under
section 302(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 and revised functional levels and
aggregates to carry out this section. These
revised allocations, functional levels, and ag-
gregates shall be considered for the purposes
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as al-
locations, functional levels, and aggregates
contained in this resolution.

AMENDMENT NO. 2929 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2928

(Purpose: To limit the amount of the
reserve)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all time on
this amendment be yielded back and
that I may send a second-degree
amendment on behalf of myself to the
desk, that all time be yielded back and
the second-degree amendment be
agreed to, that the first-degree amend-
ment, as amended, be agreed to, and
that the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-
serving right to object—I don’t know
whether I will—could I ask the Senator
to again summarize the second-degree
amendment. I couldn’t hear him.

Mr. REID. If I could say to my friend
from Minnesota, Senator JOHNSON, the
sponsor of the amendment, has worked
with the majority. They have worked
something out that is to the satisfac-
tion of Senator JOHNSON. This was his
amendment. He believes the second-de-
gree strengthens the amendment and
that it should be accepted. I personally
don’t know the subject matter of the
amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thought the Sen-
ator had just summarized it.

Mr. DOMENICI. All it does is, it
makes it clear that the bill we are re-
lating to is to be reported out by the
Senate Armed Services Committee.

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is the sec-
ond-degree amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is the second-
degree amendment. It makes it clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2929) was agreed
to, as follows:

In subsection (a), after the words ‘‘may be
revised for’’ insert the words ‘‘Department of
Defense authorization’’, and after the word
‘‘legislation’’ insert the words ‘‘reported by
the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate’’.

The amendment (No. 2928), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, on the

pending amendments—the amendments
we have been working on most of the
day—the minority has no more speak-

ers. We yield back the time we have on
that subject under the unanimous con-
sent agreement. I understand the Sen-
ator from Colorado will now offer his
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield back the 2 minutes I have on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2906

(Purpose: To protect social security and
provide for repayment of the Federal debt)
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I have

an amendment at the desk numbered
2906.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD],
for himself, Mr. ENZI, and Mr. GRAMS, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2906.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the resolution, insert the fol-

lowing:
TITLE ll—SOCIAL SECURITY

PROTECTION AND DEBT REPAYMENT
SEC. ll1. BALANCED BUDGET REQUIREMENT.

Beginning with fiscal year 2001 and for
every fiscal year thereafter, budgeted out-
lays shall not exceed budgeted revenues.
SEC. ll2. REDUCTION OF NATIONAL DEBT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with fiscal
year 2001 and for every fiscal year thereafter,
actual revenues shall exceed actual outlays
in order to provide for the reduction of the
Federal debt held by the public as provided
in subsections (b) and (c).

(b) AMOUNT.—The on budget surplus shall
be large enough so that debt held by the pub-
lic will be reduced each year beginning in fis-
cal year 2001. The amount of reduction re-
quired by this subsection shall be
$15,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2001 and shall in-
crease by an additional $15,000,000,000 every
fiscal year until the entire debt owed to the
public has been paid.

(c) SOCIAL SECURITY SURPLUS AND DEBT RE-
PAYMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Until such time as Con-
gress enacts major social security reform
legislation, the surplus funds each year in
the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund shall be used to reduce the
debt owed to the public. This section shall
not apply beginning on the fiscal year after
social security reform legislation is enacted
by Congress.

(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘social security reform legislation’’
means legislation that—

(A) insures the long-term financial sol-
vency of the social security system; and

(B) includes an option for private invest-
ment of social security funds by bene-
ficiaries.
SEC. ll3. POINT OF ORDER AND WAIVER.

(a) POINT OF ORDER.—It shall not be in
order to consider any concurrent resolution
on the budget that does not comply with this
title.

(b) WAIVER.—Congress may waive the pro-
visions of this title for any fiscal year in
which a declaration of war is in effect.
SEC. ll4. MAJORITY REQUIREMENT FOR REV-

ENUE INCREASE.
No bill to increase revenues shall be

deemed to have passed the House of Rep-

resentatives or the Senate unless approved
by a majority of the total membership of
each House of Congress by a rollcall vote.
SEC. ll5. REVIEW OF REVENUES.

Congress shall review actual revenues on a
quarterly basis and adjust outlays to assure
compliance with this title.
SEC. ll6. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) OUTLAYS.—The term ‘‘outlays’’ shall in-

clude all outlays of the United States exclud-
ing repayment of debt principal.

(2) REVENUES.—The term ‘‘revenues’’ shall
include all revenues of the United States ex-
cluding borrowing.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise
today on behalf of myself, Senator
ENZI, and Senator GRAMS, to offer this
very important amendment to the
budget resolution. Our amendment
concerns the repayment of the $3.6 tril-
lion debt owed to the American public.
I am eager to join my colleagues in
this important discussion about the
Federal budget, the budget surplus, and
the American Government’s economic
future.

When I was first elected to Congress
in 1990, the discussion was radically
different. The concept of a budget sur-
plus, let alone long-term projections
for a surplus, was foreign. The notion
that a national debt measured in tril-
lions could ever be paid off was prac-
tically science fiction. While 1990 was
only 10 years ago, we stand on the floor
of the Senate today a million miles
from the bleak fiscal outlook of those
times.

We must be careful. While our
present fiscal condition may be rose
colored, fiscal irresponsibility and a re-
fusal to wisely use the budget surplus
can not only lead us back to our deficit
spending ways of the past, in my view,
it will threaten the fiscal health of our
Nation for yet another generation of
Americans.

I am here today to urge my col-
leagues to address the responsibility
that comes with the $5.7 trillion debt.
During the 105th Congress, I introduced
the American Debt Repayment Act.
This legislation provided an amortiza-
tion schedule for the repayment of the
national debt.

The largest purchase an American
family will ever make is the purchase
of their home, and this expenditure is
made possible because they laid down a
plan on how to pay off this mortgage.
It is a set schedule of payments. When
I was crafting the American Debt Re-
payment Act, I studied this traditional
form of payment and said, why doesn’t
this apply to our enormous Federal
debt?

Now, 2 short years later, the outlook
has changed somewhat, as the Federal
Government has run and is estimated
to continue to run an on-budget sur-
plus. During the previous two budget
cycles, we have witnessed an eagerness
to spend more and more money. On-
budget surplus dollars have become
lumped into the appropriations process
to allow for increased spending.

One result yielded by our time of
prosperity has been the use of surplus
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money to raise the discretionary
spending levels, allowing Congress to
shy away from making some hard
choices. The willingness to spend sur-
plus dollars is so strong, in fact, that
when Congress adjourned last fall,
there was no real certainty as to
whether we would spend all of the on-
budget surplus dipping into the Social
Security trust fund. This, quite simply,
is no way to run an enterprise—any en-
terprise. Plowing surplus money back
into discretionary spending to the ex-
tent that Social Security money would
be jeopardized is bad policy.

Today, I rise to offer an amendment
that would not only provide an oppor-
tunity to control the impulse to spend
surplus dollars but would eliminate the
entire $3.6 trillion debt owed to the
public, save over $3 trillion in interest,
and protect the Social Security pro-
gram from annual discretionary appro-
priation raids. It is simple legislation
in the model of the American Debt Re-
payment Act, providing dedicated debt
repayment over a 20-year period.

Beginning with the fiscal year of 2001
and for every year thereafter, this
amendment requires that the Federal
Government maintain a balanced budg-
et. As most families and business own-
ers know, you must live within your
means. It provides this payment sched-
ule I have described—I have it on this
chart—so that, by 2021, we have paid
down the debt using the on-budget sur-
plus dollars. The on-budget surplus dol-
lars have become lumped into the ap-
propriations process to allow for in-
creased spending. And if you can live
within your means, then you are as-
sured better prosperity in the future
because it is going to carry you
through the ups and downs of our econ-
omy.

It is fair and equitable that the Fed-
eral Government, I believe, live under
the same parameters. I believe this is
the first and most essential step in
Federal budget accountability and pay-
ment.

My amendment further provides that
Congress must budget for a surplus
that must be dedicated to the repay-
ment of the publicly held portion of the
debt. Specifically, again, in fiscal year
2001, Congress will be using $15 billion
of on-budget receipts to pay down this
debt. Every succeeding year, the
amount of debt repayment must in-
crease by $15 billion. So that in 2001
there is $15 billion toward debt repay-
ment, the next year it goes to $30 bil-
lion, and then $45 billion. It increases
in increments of $15 billion our obliga-
tion to pay off that debt, which is look-
ing basically at the surpluses we an-
ticipate over the years in our budg-
eting as we move forward. Every suc-
ceeding year, the amount of debt,
again, is increased by $15 billion, so the
amount Congress must budget for and
pay toward the debt in fiscal year 2002
will be $30 billion, and then $45 billion,
and so on. In this system, if it is adopt-
ed, by year 2021, the entire debt owed
to the public will be zero.

We must have a plan to repay the
debt, and we must have a repayment
schedule, the same as you have on your
home mortgage, and we will have the
ability to cut taxes. A plan provides
certainty and structure. I believe that
anyone concerned with the national
debt or tax cuts will understand the
need for a responsible repayment
schedule on the national debt.

In addition to the on-budget surplus
payment required by this amendment,
I have added language to require that
until such time as serious Social Secu-
rity reform is implemented, Social Se-
curity surplus dollars must also be
dedicated to the repayment of the debt
owed to the public. Every Member of
this body is aware of the enormous ob-
ligation this country has made to
present and future Social Security re-
cipients. I believe the policymakers
must address the future solvency of So-
cial Security.

I am not here today, and my amend-
ment is not drafted, to address the
vital issue of Social Security solvency
in the long term. What this amend-
ment will do, however, is dedicate a
surplus in Social Security dollars to
debt repayment until the Congress can
generate an appropriate long-term fix
to the obstacles that stand in the way
of this program.

I note that the 20-year schedule I
have introduced does not account for
the inclusion of Social Security surplus
money to repay the debt owed to the
public. I believe the only sensible use
for these funds, until such time as they
may be used to reform Social Security,
is again reducing the debt owed to the
public. Directing these surplus funds to
debt repayment will only accomplish
total repayment at an earlier date.

I must stress today, I offer a dedi-
cated repayment schedule to eliminate
the entire debt owed to the public in 20
years, without using Social Security
surplus money. The use of Social Secu-
rity surplus dollars will only serve to
pay the debt down more quickly, re-
moving the burden of the publicly held
debt from Social Security in the an-
nual budget process.

In recent weeks, the distinguished
Speaker of the House and the President
have talked a great deal publicly about
seizing this unprecedented opportunity
that lies before us, and that is to pay
down the Nation’s debt. Testifying be-
fore the Senate Banking Committee in
January, Federal Reserve Chairman
Alan Greenspan strongly urged Con-
gress to use surplus dollars to pay
down the debt. Chairman Greenspan
stated:

My first priority would be to allow as
much of the surplus to flow through into a
reduction of debt to the public. If that proves
politically infeasible, I would opt for cutting
taxes. And under no conditions do I see any
room in the long-term outlook for major
changes in expenditures.

I think that very succinctly spells
out where we should be. This dialog has
been tremendously helpful in further
drawing the attention of the public and

elected officials to the importance of
debt repayment.

As many of my colleagues can attest,
and as I have experienced in my numer-
ous town meetings around my home
State of Colorado, this is an issue that
the public understands. It is an issue of
basic common sense, equity, and re-
sponsibility. This amendment is a call
to action and accountability. It de-
mands that this country and this Con-
gress recognize the debt it has created.
It structures a disciplined, fiscally re-
sponsible schedule for the repayment of
our debt. In the process, it is my view
that this legislation will serve to gen-
erate greater fiscal responsibility with
every appropriation cycle, prevent fu-
ture deficit spending, and save the tax-
payer more than $3 trillion in interest
payments. Now, that is $3 trillion that
would be better spent on necessary ex-
penditures, the strengthening of Social
Security, and tax cuts.

I wish to compliment Senator
DOMENICI, and the Budget Committee
under his leadership, for working to
pay down the debt. I recognize their
sincere efforts in that regard. But dur-
ing a time of unprecedented growth in
our country, I think we need to seize
the opportunity to make a firm com-
mitment to pay down the debt. I am
asking that the Senate take us a little
step further in that process, and this
American Social Security protection
and draft repayment amendment—I
haven’t introduced it as a bill but as an
amendment on this Budget Act—deals
with several issues in order to further
our commitment to paying down the
debt.

First of all, it says we are going to
have to balance our budget; that is, we
are not going to spend more than what
comes in in revenues. We are proposing
a plan to reduce the national debt. The
amendment I have before you talks
about a $15 billion commitment every
year in additional obligations to pay-
ing down the debt. We have a provision
in there to preserve the Social Security
surplus and to state, as Senators, that
we are serious about saving Social Se-
curity, and that we are going to work
hard for the long-term fiscal soundness
of a very important program for our el-
derly in America, and that we are
going to have an option to allow indi-
viduals to play a role in their Social
Security accounts.

Then, we also have a very important
provision that says, look, if the rev-
enue projections don’t hold up as an-
ticipated, there is a means where the
Congress will come back on a quarterly
review of these revenues. If they don’t
hold up, we are going to have to cut
spending. It is going to help ensure
that when we make decisions as we did
last year in the budgeting process,
where we got to the end of the appro-
priations process last year and we
weren’t entirely sure whether we would
have spent Social Security or not until
our final figures would have come be-
fore us in February of this year—now,
fortunately, those revenue figures held
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up—we do not spend Social Security
dollars.

I have a mechanism in place which
protects our position so that when we
say we are not spending Social Secu-
rity dollars, we will have an oppor-
tunity to make sure we are protecting
the Social Security surplus; that we
are staying to our schedule to paying
down the debt because we in Congress
are going to go back and review it on a
quarterly basis and then help assure
the American people that we will stay
on schedule.

We are moving into somewhat turbu-
lent times. If you watched the stock
market yesterday and the amount of
oscillation it went through, it reminds
us of how the economy is changing.

I am concerned that at some point in
time we will be overly optimistic about
our revenue, and if we don’t have this
particular plan in place we will find
ourselves in trouble and back into def-
icit spending, which I think we need to
avoid. We need to utilize this pros-
perous time in our country to pay down
the debt, which I think is extremely
important.

I think the Congress can do all of
those things. We can have a schedule to
pay down the debt. We can save Social
Security. We can also have some provi-
sions for tax cuts.

With a three-pronged approach, the
American people will understand our
commitment to their future.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I extend 15

minutes to the Senator from South
Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). The Senator from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, now
the gamesmanship is revealed.

Look at this amendment. It says let’s
spend Social Security.

Let me read that to you.
Until such time as Congress enacts

major Social Security reform legisla-
tion, the surplus funds each year of the
Old Age and Survivors Insurance trust
funds shall be reused to reduce the debt
owed by the public. This section shall
not apply beginning the fiscal year.

They say reduce the debt owed by the
public. You are back to playing the
game of taking one credit card and
paying off the other credit card and
owing the same amount. It is as if I
have a MasterCard and a Visa card. I
want to pay off the Visa card with the
MasterCard. I say the Visa card is the
public debt. And I paid it off—$3.6 tril-
lion—never mentioning that my
MasterCard bill went up by the same
amount.

My distinguished colleague from Wy-
oming is a cosponsor. He smiles be-
cause he is a CPA. He knows what
we’re talking about.

As the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office, Dr. Rivlin, says, you are
just taking the debt from one pocket
and putting it in another.

I want the distinguished Chair and
the Parliamentarian to pay close at-

tention because a point of order will be
made later.

In other words, over on the third
page of the particular amendment, it
reads: No bill to increase revenues
shall be deemed to have passed the
House of Representatives or the Senate
unless approved by a majority of the
total membership of each House of
Congress by a rollcall vote.

That is in violation of Section 305 of
the Budget Act. It has not been consid-
ered and referred to the Budget Com-
mittee. That point of order can be
made in due time.

I refer to what the law says about the
public debt, and not what Alan Green-
span says. I worked with Alan Green-
span 20 years ago when I was the chair-
man of the Budget Committee. I have
tremendous respect and affection for
him. But he represents Wall Street. As
long as we can borrow from ourselves;
namely, as long as we can spend sur-
pluses on government programs, then
we stay out of the stock market. Mr.
Greenspan doesn’t want us coming in
with the sharp elbows of Government
driving out private capital and running
up interest rates.

As long as we play the game for Wall
Street, Mr. Greenspan is happy. We
have had a wonderful economy. Rather
than raise interest rates, we ought to
put in a value-added tax allocated to
reducing the deficit and the debt. Then
we could save trillions of dollars not
only in principal but in interest costs.
That bill is in the Finance Committee.
I introduced it. I had a hearing when
Senator Bentsen was the chairman.
But I have not been able to get a hear-
ing on it since then. I would be glad to
start this afternoon with a hearing on
that initiative.

I think that is what we have to do.
This debt goes up, up, and away, as

shown by the numbers published by the
Secretary of Treasury.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the public debt
issued by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE PUBLIC DEBT TO THE PENNY
[Current 04/04/2000—$5,758,854,640,223.41]

Current month: Amount
04/03/2000 ....................... $5,750,620,100,381.36
Prior months:

03/31/2000 ................. 5,773,391,634,682.91
02/29/2000 ................. 5,735,333,348,132.58
01/31/2000 ................. 5,711,285,168,951.46
12/31/1999 ................. 5,776,091,314,225.33
11/30/1999 ................. 5,693,600,157,029.08
10/29/1999 ................. 5,679,726,662,904.06

Prior fiscal years:
09/30/1999 ................. 5,656,270,901,615.43
09/30/1998 ................. 5,526,193,008,897.62
09/30/1997 ................. 5,413,146,011,397.34
09/30/1996 ................. 5,224,810,939,135.73
09/29/1995 ................. 4,973,982,900,709.39
09/30/1994 ................. 4,692,749,910,013.32
09/30/1993 ................. 4,411,488,883,139.38
09/30/1992 ................. 4,064,620,655,521.66
09/30/1991 ................. 3,665,303,351,697.03
09/28/1990 ................. 3,233,313,451,777.25
09/29/1989 ................. 2,857,430,960,187.32

THE PUBLIC DEBT TO THE PENNY—Continued
[Current 04/04/2000—$5,758,854,640,223.41]

09/30/1988 ................. 2,602,337,712,041.16
09/30/1987 ................. 2,350,276,890,953.00

Source: Bureau of the Public Debt.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, you
will see that when we started the fiscal
year the debt was $5.656 trillion It has
gone up to $5.750 trillion.

We have increased the debt. Everyone
is talking about ‘‘surplus.’’ What are
we going to do with all of these great
surpluses?

We do not have a surplus. We had a
deficit last year of $127 billion.

As the debt goes up, I am trying to
clear up the confusion in this par-
ticular body rather than engaging in
this charade.

When the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee keeps talking
about how he paid down the public debt
by $1.1 trillion, here is the actual
record as provided in the Budget Com-
mittee of the non-Social Security sur-
plus:

In the year 2001, $11.1 billion; 2002,
$3.2 billion; 2003, $6.5 billion; 2004, $8.7
billion; 2005, $12.7 billion, for a total of
$42.2 billion.

The distinguished chairman says he
pays down the debt $1.1 trillion. It is
actually $42 billion in non-Social Secu-
rity surpluses. And, of course, the rest
of it—over $1 trillion—is Social Secu-
rity. Yet, in the same breath, he main-
tains that we are saving Social Secu-
rity with a lockbox.

I pointed out a second ago that we
have nothing but IOUs in the lockbox.

Let me refer to the most recent Con-
gressional Budget Office figures on the
Social Security surplus. As of last
year, 1999, we had a surplus of $125 bil-
lion. In this past fiscal year, we expect
a surplus of $154 billion; 2001, $166 bil-
lion; 2002, $183 billion; 2003, $196 billion;
2004, $209 billion; and 2005, $225 billion.

That is how you may be able to use
the expression ‘‘pay down the debt.’’
They say pay down the public debt be-
cause they don’t want to say they are
separating, in their minds, the public
debt from the government debt. You
simply can’t do that. There is just one
debt. We owe it.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the trust funds
that have been looted already to bal-
ance the budget.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

TRUST FUNDS LOOTED TO BALANCE BUDGET
[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars]

1999 2000 2001

Social Security ........................................................ 855 1,009 1,175
Medicare:

HI ................................................................... 154 176 198
SMI ................................................................ 27 34 35

Military Retirement ................................................. 141 149 157
Civilian Retirement ................................................ 492 522 553
Unemployment ........................................................ 77 85 94
Highway .................................................................. 28 31 34
Airport ..................................................................... 12 13 14
Railroad Retirement ............................................... 24 25 26
Other ....................................................................... 59 62 64

Total .............................................................. 1,869 2,106 2,350

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
particular chart shows that in 1999 we
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looted $1.869 trillion from all of the
trust funds. This year, we are on course
to loot $2.106 trillion. We have $78 bil-
lion in non-Social Security surpluses.
That is tied up in Medicare, military
retirement, civilian retirement, the
unemployment compensation fund, the
highway-airport trust fund, railroad re-
tirement, etc.

We are beginning to make the record
and have it understood.

If there is any doubt with respect to
the public debt, I refer to the par-
ticular budget that is now under con-
sideration on page 5, ‘‘Public Debt.’’

‘‘The appropriate levels of public
debt . . .’’—I am referring to the budg-
et; it will get a majority vote. We are
going through a little exercise. I say ‘‘a
little exercise’’; it is actually a cha-
rade. We worked 2 days and nights, and
we produced the budget. Upon comple-
tion of a budget resolution in com-
mittee, the chairman is allowed to
make technical adjustments through a
unanimous consent. This year the tech-
nical adjustment was $60 billion. Imag-
ine that. Tell the appropriators they
have to cut some $60 billion in order to
fall within the caps.

The instrument itself, I refer to S.
Con. Res. 101, page 5:

(5) Public debt.—
The appropriate levels of the public debt

are. . . .

And then they list the levels for 2000
through 2005 going from $5.625 trillion
to $5.923 trillion. That is without that
$60 billion technical adjustment. But
even there, they list the debt going up
$297 billion.

This is the overall debt, which is not
going down. When they say ‘‘paying
down the debt,’’ they are instead refer-
ring to the public debt.

With the course we are on, by the
year 2013 there will not be any sur-
pluses of payroll tax revenues suffi-
ciently large to make the payments
due on that particular year. So we are
going to be running into a wall, and we
will have to either cut the benefits or
raise the taxes.

I ran over what we had done on the
Grace Commission about cutting
spending, but each year the spending
goes up because health costs are going
up, the military costs are going up. We
have to live in the real world. Every-
body understands that. Here is the first
frontal assault according to the Allard
amendment: You shall spend the Social
Security surpluses. Until such time as
Congress enacts major Social Security
reform legislation, the surplus funds of
Social Security shall be used to reduce
the debt.

What you are doing is using Social
Security moneys to make it appear
that the debt is less and some kind of
interest cost is saved. The truth is, you
have gone from one credit card to the
other. That is the sort of game we have
played each year, making the debt in-
crease from less than $1 trillion under
President Johnson, when he balanced
the budget back in 1968 and 1969, to al-
most $5.7 trillion now. Interests costs

of only $16 billion back then are now
$362 billion, or $1 billion a day.

That is a waste. If we had that $200-
some billion we are paying in interest
costs, I could almost double the defense
budget, give you all the research for
health, build all the highways, bridges,
the libraries, courthouses. We could do
everything anybody wanted to do. I
could give Gov. George W. Bush’s tax
cut and Vice President GORE’s program
of spending.

We are spending the money for noth-
ing. When are we going to get hold of
ourselves and sober up and cut out this
political campaign? The worst cam-
paign finance abuse is us. We are using
our payroll to run around here and give
a lark and a story to the American peo-
ple that we are going to save Social Se-
curity; no, we are going to pay down
the debt, pay down the public debt.

I retain the remainder of our time.
Mr. ALLARD. How much time re-

mains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 45 minutes.
Mr. ALLARD. I yield 15 minutes to

the Senator from Wyoming.
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise to

support the amendment offered by my
friend from Colorado, Senator ALLARD.
This is an amendment that will keep
our budget balanced. It will protect the
Social Security surplus by preventing
these revenues from being used for ad-
ditional spending, and—this is the im-
portant part—it establishes a concrete
schedule for paying off the publicly
held debt payments with non-Social
Security surplus. This is a true
paydown of the debt.

I am pleased we had the comments
from the Senator from South Carolina
to whom I have been paying attention
since I got to this body. I am pleased to
say I think this is a bill he could sign
onto when we have an opportunity to
explain all the ramifications.

The first year Senator ALLARD and I
were in the Senate, we talked about
balancing the budget. It seemed a
dream at that time, but it happened.
Everybody in this body listened to con-
stituents at home and said, by golly,
they want the budget balanced. And we
balanced it.

Now, a little fluke in that was that
we were partly balancing it with Social
Security surplus. The difference be-
tween what people paid into Social Se-
curity and the amount paid out was a
positive revenue; it was extra money.
And we were spending it.

We said: That is not honest. The peo-
ple of America listened, and they said:
We want some honesty with our Social
Security money. Quit spending the So-
cial Security surplus. We have done
that. Everybody paid attention last
year. We will have an honest surplus,
not counting Social Security surplus
for the first time in decades.

Now what we are talking about is
debt accountability. Honesty with the
trust funds is where we are headed.
Debt accountability is what we need to
get there.

There is a fellow in Gillette, WY, who
calls me regularly. Steve Tarver is a
fellow accountant, retired now. He
says: Congress keeps talking about the
debt being paid down, but I call the
Treasury regularly and I say: How
much is the national debt?

The debt keeps going up, in spite of
the Social Security surplus, which is
supposed to be used to be paying down
the public debt already. We are taking
the money out of one pocket and put-
ting it in the other pocket. Debt to the
public becomes debt to the Social Se-
curity trust fund. But it is IOUs. That
debt as of 11:51 this morning: $5 tril-
lion, 730 billion and some-odd change.

The U.S. population as of 11:51 this
morning was 274,548,318 people. A little
simple division demonstrates that
every man, woman, and child in this
Nation right now owes, in national
debt, each of us, $20,873. I love to go to
school classrooms and say: Did you
know you already owe a tremendous
debt? That amount is over $20,000. That
is pretty staggering to a kid in sixth or
seventh grade. He or she doesn’t just
owe that $20,000; every single person in
each family owes that $20,000. That is
how big the debt is for the Nation.

We have gotten some benefits as we
have run up the till. But it is a debt. I
can say as I have traveled across Wyo-
ming, the people understand that debt.
They don’t like the Federal Govern-
ment being in debt any more than they
like being in debt. They recognize the
debt is something you have to pay off
sometime. They don’t think it is fair
that we make our kids and our
grandkids pay off our debt.

Maybe the portion that attributes
down to them, they could; OK, but $5.7
trillion is one heck of a package to pay
off. It is a staggering package.

So how do we do it? We do it by start-
ing sensibly. We start with a plan. We
put this country on a mortgage pro-
gram. The mortgage program is out-
lined in the bill. It starts with a pay-
ment of $15 billion. It sounds like a lot
of money. Around here it is not much
money—$15 billion. Essentially, the
money then that you save in interest,
you do not run out and spend; you add
that to the principal. And the next
year you pay down the $15 billion. We
are adding a little bit to it because
those surpluses are going up, and it has
been predicted, if we pay down the na-
tional debt, if we honestly pay down
the national debt—and that is what we
are talking about, debt honesty—there
will be an increase in the national
economy. That is the biggest factor
that can increase the national econ-
omy. That means we will have a little
additional revenue we can add to the
$15 billion plus the interest we save.
Each year we will escalate that pay-
ment so in 20 years we pay off the na-
tional debt, not using the Social Secu-
rity surplus.

This is honesty in paying down the
national debt. We have to do something
about these trust funds that are IOUs.
People keep talking about it. This one
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does not add a dime to the IOUs. This
one pays down the national debt in a
very calculated, fashioned program.

I do not think we are tied to 20 years
on this. I do not think we are tied to
$15 billion the first year. I do not think
we are tied to the same additions each
year. It is time this country got on a
plan to pay that debt down. You want
to make the loan longer? You want to
have some years when you have a little
flex in it? It does not matter to me. We
just have to be honest on paying down
the national debt. This is one that
forces honesty. This is a plan that pays
off the national debt honestly over a
20-year period.

This amendment makes good eco-
nomic sense, and it is good for Amer-
ica’s future. It fulfills our promise to
America’s seniors without savaging our
grandchildren’s future. For too long,
Congress has followed the path of reck-
less abandon in spending money we
didn’t have for programs with short-
term benefits and long-term burdens.
We have left our children and grand-
children holding the mortgage on this
$5.7 trillion Government mansion that
they may not even be able to visit.
That is right. If we fail to rise to the
challenge of eliminating the Federal
debt, we leave our children shackled to
the high interest payments that were
mentioned earlier, and the looming
debt created by the last 40 years of big
Government programs, while the bene-
fits of that spending fade into the sun-
set of history.

This Congress is in the best position
of any Congress in a generation to
eliminate the debt held by the public—
honestly. In 1999, after only 4 years of
a Republican Congress, we were able to
balance the budget. We have now pro-
jected budgeted surpluses beyond the
next 10 years, and every year those are
recalculated and become considerably
greater.

Given this unique opportunity made
possible by the ingenuity of the Amer-
ican people and the hard work of a Re-
publican Congress willing to control
Government spending to reduce it from
an annual growth of about 20 percent a
year, down to about 2 percent a year—
it is still growing—we should get our
financial house in order by setting up a
definite repayment plan to eliminate
the $3.6 trillion of publicly held debt,
while ensuring Social Security remains
strong for future retirees.

This amendment contains three main
provisions that have been outlined,
three main ones that start out easy
and build as we go and then continue
to pay down the debt, even if Congress
enacts meaningful Social Security re-
form next year. It creates a respon-
sible, concrete method of paying off
the debt while ensuring the future sol-
vency of Social Security.

I have been listening to the budget
debate. I found it interesting to hear
the number of people on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle talk about the
budget resolution before us being irre-
sponsible because it allows for a mod-

est tax cut over 5 years. They argue we
could be using that money to pay down
the debt.

This is not the first time I have
heard this argument. In fact, I have
heard a lot of these same claims as we
debated the Taxpayer Refund and Re-
lief Act of 1999, which is the best policy
discussion and only policy discussion
we have had on taxes since I have been
in the Senate. I think it helped people
understand how we could make a more
fair, more simple Tax Code. It passed.
It was vetoed. During that time, I
heard a lot of rhetoric about how the
most important thing was paying down
the national debt.

I do not think the people using the
rhetoric necessarily believe the na-
tional debt would be something we
would put up as a project, that it could
actually be done. That is what we are
doing here. We are giving everyone a
chance to back up their rhetoric with
real action, by voting in favor of debt
reduction by voting for this amend-
ment.

This amendment contains three main
provisions. First, it requires Congress
to continue passing balanced budgets
for each and every year. Second, this
amendment requires yearly repay-
ments to be made from the non-social
security surplus. This schedule would
begin a payment of $15 billion in the
coming fiscal year, and this amount
would increase in each succeeding year
by $15 billion per-year. Third, this
amendment requires that the entire so-
cial security surplus would be used for
debt reduction until Congress enacts
social security reform legislation.
These last two provisions are essential,
because they ensure that we will con-
tinue to pay down the debt even if Con-
gress enacts meaningful social security
reform next year. This amendment cre-
ates a responsible, concrete method of
paying off the publicly-held debt while
ensuring the future solvency of social
security.

As the only accountant is the Senate,
I spent a great deal of time listening to
last year’s discussion on tax relief. I
was amazed at the number of my
Democratic colleagues who opposed the
tax relief bill because they said the
money should be used for debt reduc-
tion. This was the same reason the
president gave for vetoing our tax cut.
When the president submitted his
budget to Congress this year, he made
clear that his rhetoric on debt reduc-
tion was a fleeting facade, behind
which he could hide his real desire for
countless new government programs,
each one requiring substantial new
government spending which would fur-
ther threaten our children’s economic
future. As soon as the threat of a tax
cut disappeared, so did President Clin-
ton’s commitment to debt reduction.
This amendment challenges my Demo-
cratic colleagues to choose between a
plan that offers real debt reduction or
the hollow promises of President Clin-
ton which are nothing more than a
smokescreen for huge new Government
spending.

I urge my colleagues to join me in re-
building a financial house of responsi-
bility where our parents and grand-
parents can retire in peace and where
our children and grandchildren will be
welcomed for years to come. We should
join together in laying an important
cornerstone in that foundation today
by supporting Senator ALLARD’s
amendment to this budget resolution.

I want to mention a few of the things
my colleagues have said. The Senator
from North Dakota said:

The first choice, it seems to me, ought to
be, during good economic times you pay
down part of the Federal debt. That is the
best gift we can give the children of this
country, and that would also stimulate lower
interest rates and more economic growth.

The Senator from Virginia—this is
the Democratic Senator from Vir-
ginia—said:

I would rather have nothing, notwith-
standing some of the good things upon which
both sides agree, and simply begin to pay
down the debt.

The Senator from the other side of
the aisle from Michigan said:

That would be the greatest gift of all that
we could make for the American people, the
reduction on that debt, because that would
be a reduction in the interest rates which
people pay on their mortgages and cars and
credit cards, and that would truly be a con-
tribution to the well-being of our constitu-
ents.

And the Senator on the other side of
the aisle from Vermont said:

I believe Congress should follow three
basic principles to continue our strong econ-
omy and provide targeted tax relief. First,
we must continue to keep our fiscal house in
order and pay down the national debt. The
national public debt stands at $3.6 trillion.
That’s a lot of zeros. Like someone who has
finally paid off his or her credit card balance
but still has a home mortgage, the Federal
Government has finally balanced its annual
budget but we still have a national debt to
pay down. Indeed, the Federal Government
pays almost $1 billion in interest every
working day on the national debt.

The Senator from California said:
Debt reduction is the external debt, the

debt that is owed to private people, Ameri-
cans and those around the world who picked
up our bonds. We owe them debt. I see my
friend from South Carolina has pointed this
out. Because of that debt, we are paying over
$300 billion a year in interest payments
which, as my friend said, is bad for the econ-
omy, it’s wasteful, it does no good to anyone.

And finally the Senator from the
other side of the aisle from Washington
said:

We will not be able to pay off our debt, a
very important issue that is facing us, which
we have not left ourselves room for with a
massive cut of this size.

That is a lot of people encouraging
us, giving us an indication that they
would like to see the debt paid down. I
hope they will follow through on that
and help us do it.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the distin-
guished Senator yield?

Mr. ENZI. I am on a limited time.
Mr. HOLLINGS. I will do it on our

time. It is not a question of time. I
wanted to ask a question because I am
referring, on page 2, to line 12:
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Until such time as Congress enacts Social

Security reform legislation, these surplus
funds of Social Security shall be used to re-
duce the debt.

So you are using Social Security
trust funds to pay down the national
debt? And yet you are saying we are
saving Social Security.

So if I increase the debt for Kosovo
or for regular defense or for food
stamps or for foreign aid or for your
pay and my pay, or whatever, that is
the debt of the Government. That is
the national debt and you use Social
Security to pay it?

Mr. ENZI. If I can answer the ques-
tion, in the State of the Union speech,
the President said we are going to use
the Social Security surplus to pay off
the national debt. Over a 10-year pe-
riod, we are going to have $1.8 trillion
in money we can use to pay off the na-
tional debt. And I said the same thing
you did, that is, moving the money
from one pocket to the other. That is
not honest. But we have made a com-
mitment that we will protect that So-
cial Security surplus.

The one thing that is allowed by law
to be done with that is to pay off bonds
in the public debt. The only investment
we are allowed to have at the present
time for Social Security is bonds.

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is right. Bonds
are IOUs, so you just increase the IOUs.

Mr. ENZI. No, it keeps the IOUs the
same. The Social Security surplus will
grow; the debt stays the same. Then
the interest gets added to the public
debt because, again, it cannot be taken

out. It has to be invested in more
bonds.

That is part of the problem with So-
cial Security; the only thing that can
be done with the Social Security funds
is buy U.S. bonds.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right.
Mr. ENZI. So there are the public

bonds out there and the private bonds
out there. If we wind up with more pri-
vate ones, we have to buy out some of
the public ones. It can be done a num-
ber of ways. They are all exactly the
same. They are transferring money
from one pocket to another, as the
Senator says.

Paying down the national debt is a
commitment this Congress has made.
We are not changing that commitment.
We put that in the bill, and we are not
changing Congress’ commitment. We
would like to change Congress’ com-
mitment. If Congress changes Con-
gress’ commitment, they can do that.
That is what that says.

In addition, there is an honest debt
repayment in the amendment. The
Senator is choosing to overlook the
honest portion of the debt repayment,
which is the focus of this bill. It is the
focus of the bill that Senator ALLARD
and I introduced the first year we were
here: Paying down, with true surplus,
the public part of the debt. We are
going to do that part and another part.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 15 minutes have expired.

Mr. ALLARD. Will the Senator from
South Carolina yield?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator does not
have any time.

Mr. ALLARD. Our time has expired.
The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, has
the Senator used the full hour? He had
a full hour.

Mr. ALLARD. I am sorry, the time I
yielded to the Senator from Wyoming
has expired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
opposed to the amendment, so I control
the time. Does the Senator from South
Carolina want some additional time?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Two minutes.
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield as much time

as the Senator wants.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina is recognized.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the

Senator from Wyoming talked about
the commitment to pay down the na-
tional debt, but on page 5, the national
debt is listed beginning on line 20, fis-
cal year 2000, as $5.625 trillion going up
to, on page 6, $5.923 trillion. It’s an in-
crease in the debt of $297,712,000. Here
is the Senator’s commitment to reduc-
ing the national debt.

There is no commitment that I have
seen. I ask unanimous consent to print
in the RECORD a listing of the national
debt as it has gone up since the days of
President Truman.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

HOLLINGS’ BUDGET REALITIES
[In billions of dollars]

President and year
U.S.

budget
(outlays)

Borrowed
trust
funds

Unified
deficit

with trust
funds

Actual
deficit
without

trust
funds

National
debt

Annual
increases
in spend-

ing for
interest

Truman:
1946 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 55.2 ¥5.0 ¥15.9 ¥10.9 271.0 ................
1947 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 34.5 ¥9.9 4.0 +13.9 257.1 ................
1948 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 29.8 6.7 11.8 +5.1 252.0 ................
1949 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 38.8 1.2 0.6 ¥0.6 252.6 ................
1950 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 42.6 1.2 ¥3.1 ¥4.3 256.9 ................
1951 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 45.5 4.5 6.1 +1.6 255.3 ................
1952 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 67.7 2.3 ¥1.5 ¥3.8 259.1 ................
1953 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.1 0.4 ¥6.5 ¥6.9 266.0 ................

Eisenhower:
1954 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.9 3.6 ¥1.2 ¥4.8 270.8 ................
1955 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 68.4 0.6 ¥3.0 ¥3.6 274.4 ................
1956 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 70.6 2.2 3.9 +1.7 272.7 ................
1957 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 76.6 3.0 3.4 +0.4 272.3 ................
1958 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 82.4 4.6 ¥2.8 ¥7.4 279.7 ................
1959 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.1 ¥5.0 ¥12.8 ¥7.8 287.5 ................
1960 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 92.2 3.3 0.3 ¥3.0 290.5 ................
1961 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 97.7 ¥1.2 ¥3.3 ¥2.1 292.6 ................

Kennedy:
1962 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 106.8 3.2 ¥7.1 ¥10.3 302.9 9.1
1963 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 111.3 2.6 ¥4.8 ¥7.4 310.3 9.9

Johnson:
1964 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.5 ¥0.1 ¥5.9 ¥5.8 316.1 10.7
1965 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 118.2 4.8 ¥1.4 ¥6.2 322.3 11.3
1966 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 134.5 2.5 ¥3.7 ¥6.2 328.5 12.0
1967 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 157.5 3.3 ¥8.6 ¥11.9 340.4 13.4
1968 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 178.1 3.1 ¥25.2 ¥28.3 368.7 14.6
1969 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 183.6 0.3 3.2 +2.9 365.8 16.6

Nixon:
1970 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 195.6 12.3 ¥2.8 ¥15.1 380.9 19.3
1971 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 210.2 4.3 ¥23.0 ¥27.3 408.2 21.0
1972 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 230.7 4.3 ¥23.4 ¥27.7 435.9 21.8
1973 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 245.7 15.5 ¥14.9 ¥30.4 466.3 24.2
1974 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 269.4 11.5 ¥6.1 ¥17.6 483.9 29.3

Ford:
1975 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 332.3 4.8 ¥53.2 ¥58.0 541.9 32.7
1976 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 371.8 13.4 ¥73.7 ¥87.1 629.0 37.1

Carter:
1977 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 409.2 23.7 ¥53.7 ¥77.4 706.4 41.9
1978 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 458.7 11.0 ¥59.2 ¥70.2 776.6 48.7
1979 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 504.0 12.2 ¥40.7 ¥52.9 829.5 59.9
1980 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 590.9 5.8 ¥73.8 ¥79.6 909.1 74.8

Reagan:
1981 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 678.2 6.7 ¥79.0 ¥85.7 994.8 95.5
1982 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 745.8 14.5 ¥128.0 ¥142.5 1,137.3 117.2
1983 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 808.4 26.6 ¥207.8 ¥234.4 1,371.7 128.7
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HOLLINGS’ BUDGET REALITIES—Continued

[In billions of dollars]

President and year
U.S.

budget
(outlays)

Borrowed
trust
funds

Unified
deficit

with trust
funds

Actual
deficit
without

trust
funds

National
debt

Annual
increases
in spend-

ing for
interest

1984 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 851.9 7.6 ¥185.4 ¥193.0 1,564.7 153.9
1985 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 946.4 40.5 ¥212.3 ¥252.8 1,817.5 178.9
1986 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 990.5 81.9 ¥221.2 ¥303.1 2,120.6 190.3
1987 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,004.1 75.7 ¥149.8 ¥225.5 2,346.1 195.3
1988 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,064.5 100.0 ¥155.2 ¥255.2 2,601.3 214.1

Bush:
1989 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,143.7 114.2 ¥152.5 ¥266.7 2,868.3 240.9
1990 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,253.2 117.4 ¥221.2 ¥338.6 3,206.6 264.7
1991 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,324.4 122.5 ¥269.4 ¥391.9 3,598.5 285.5
1992 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,381.7 113.2 ¥290.4 ¥403.6 4,002.1 292.3

Clinton:
1993 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,409.5 94.2 ¥255.1 ¥349.3 4,351.4 292.5
1994 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,461.9 89.0 ¥203.3 ¥292.3 4,643.7 296.3
1995 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,515.8 113.3 ¥164.0 ¥277.3 4,921.0 332.4
1996 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,560.6 153.4 ¥107.5 ¥260.9 5,181.9 344.0
1997 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,601.3 165.8 ¥22.0 ¥187.8 5,369.7 355.8
1998 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,652.6 178.2 69.2 ¥109.0 5,478.7 363.8
1999 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,703.0 251.8 124.4 ¥127.4 5,606.1 353.5
2000 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,769.0 234.9 176.0 ¥58.9 5,665.0 362.0
2001 ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,839.0 262.0 177.0 ¥85.0 5,750.0 371.0

*Historical Tables, Budget of the US Government FY 1998; Beginning in 1962 CBO’s 2001 Economic and Budget Outlook, Feb. 16, 2000.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, one
can see how that debt has gone up. One
can see we were doing pretty good
under the Budget Act, which was the
solution we had in 1993 under President
Clinton. We came from a $403.6 billion
deficit. We were spending over $400 bil-
lion more than we took in, until 1993
when we reduced it to $349.3 billion.
And in 1994, it went down to $292.3 bil-
lion. Then in 1995, it went down to $277
billion. In 1996, it went down to $260.9
billion. In 1997, it was $187.8 billion. In
1998, it was $109 billion. In 1999, it was
$127 billion. It went back up last year.

Under this chart, it shows we are
going back down. These are CBO fig-
ures.

As I related a minute ago, with the
votes we have had, it is going to be
over $100 billion. I am always trying to
jump off the Capitol dome to empha-
size a point. I make that offer again to
my distinguished chairman—I will
jump off the Capitol dome if we bal-
ance the budget. Watch. Come October,
when we adjourn for the year and start
the new fiscal year, we will be running
a deficit again. I yield the floor and re-
tain the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, as
many of my colleagues know, earlier I
offered an amendment to provide for a
tax reduction. At this time, I speak on
behalf of the Allard-Enzi-Grams
amendment because I believe it is a re-
sponsible way in which to deal with the
problem of reducing the national debt.

First, we need to pay down our na-
tional debt so we can decrease our in-
terest payments on that debt, a debt
which stands at $5.7 trillion. The way I
calculate it, the interest we’ll pay this
year comes out to over $224 billion. We
pay about $600 million a day on inter-
est costs alone. Out of every Federal
dollar we spend, 13 cents goes to pay
interest on the national debt com-
pared, for example, with 16 cents for

national defense and 18 cents for non-
defense discretionary spending. We will
spend more money on interest this
year than we do on Medicare.

These numbers make me determined
to do all I can to decrease our debt
even further. I believe every fiscal deci-
sion we make in Congress should be
measured against the backdrop of how
it will decrease our national debt. And
I am not the only one who believes
that. In fact, in Congressional testi-
mony in January of this year, CBO Di-
rector Dan Crippen stated:

Most economists agree that saving the sur-
pluses, paying down the debt held by the
public, is probably the best thing we can do
relative to the economy.

On that same day, Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan said:

My first priority would be to allow as
much of the surplus to flow through into a
reduction in debt to the public. From an eco-
nomic point of view, that would be, by far,
the best means of employing it.

Lowering the debt sends a positive
signal to Wall Street and Main Street
and encourages more savings—and we
need more savings in this country—and
investment which, in turn, fuels pro-
ductivity and continued economic
growth. It also lowers interest rates
which, in my view, is a real tax reduc-
tion for the American people.

Furthermore, devoting on-budget
surpluses to debt reduction is the only
way we can ensure our Nation will not
return to the days of deficit spending
should the economy take a sharp turn
for the worse or a national emergency
arise. As Alan Greenspan has testified
before Congress:

A substantial part of the surplus . . .
should be allowed to reduce the debt, because
you can always increase debt later if you
wish to, but it’s effectively putting away the
surplus for use at a later time if you so
choose.

Many in the Senate have argued that
putting the Social Security surplus in
the lockbox will be enough to pay down
the debt. I remind my colleagues, we
will have to use some of the surplus ev-
erybody is talking about for paying
down the national debt in order to fund
reform of the Social Security system,

if we are going to solve the problems of
Social Security.

We cannot keep putting off our re-
sponsibilities. If we have the ability, as
we do now, we have a moral obligation
to pay down the debt.

When I go back to Ohio, people say:
we’re not asking for more tax cuts; I
want you to do something about Social
Security, Medicare, health care, and if
you have some money, for goodness
sake, pay down the debt.

That is what we do in our own fami-
lies. If we get a little extra money and
we are in debt, we pay down the debt.
That is what the people want this Gov-
ernment to do. That is the message I
am getting from the people in the
State of Ohio. I am sure my colleagues
who are supporting this amendment
are hearing from the people in their
states.

Last but not least, I agree with GAO
Comptroller General David Walker. In
testimony before the House Ways and
Means Committee last year, he said
something that is really very impor-
tant to those of us who have children
and grandchildren, as most of us in this
body do, about our obligation to future
generations. David Walker said:

This generation has a stewardship respon-
sibility to future generations to reduce the
debt burden they inherit, to provide a strong
foundation for future economic growth, and
to ensure that future commitments are both
adequate and affordable. Prudence requires
making the tough choices today—

We have to make the tough choices
today—
while the economy is healthy and the work-
force is relatively large—before we are hit by
the baby boom’s demographic tidal wave.

We should support this amendment.
It makes sense. It is good for America,
and it is good for fiscal responsibility.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. How much time does

Senator ALLARD have?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator

ALLARD has 25 minutes remaining.
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Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 5 min-

utes. Let’s make it 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have

the greatest respect for Senator AL-
LARD and all those who are supporting
him on this amendment. But I surely
did not want the debate to end today
without talking about what we have al-
ready done and what this budget reso-
lution does.

In the last 2 years, we have reduced
the debt held by the public. I hear peo-
ple talking about both kinds of debt on
the floor. But did I hear Senator
VOINOVICH say he was quoting from
somebody who stated the best thing we
can do is reduce the debt held by the
public when we have a surplus? We
have already reduced it by $355 billion.
This budget resolution—so everyone
will know—will reduce the debt by an
additional $1.1 trillion.

Frankly, I am going to give an esti-
mate, but I think I will be close. If we
stay on this path, the interest on the
national debt will have been reduced
between $100 billion and $130 billion.

I ask, how much is enough?
There is an argument being made

that since this money is Social Secu-
rity trust fund money, it does not real-
ly reduce the debt because we may
have to use it someday. Right now, as
we sit in this Senate, and as I stand
and talk, there is less interest being
paid because the Social Security trust
fund money is not being spent; it is
being saved, which means we have that
much less IOUs to the public.

We are going to have $1.1 trillion
more over the next 5 years, making the
total, in a period of about 7 years, of
almost $1.5 trillion.

I think that on my side of the aisle,
the same Senators who are concerned
about whether this is real, because
someday we have to fix Social Secu-
rity, in my mind’s eye I think they are
all for personal accounts as a solution
to the Social Security problem. I sug-
gest that if we do personal accounts,
then we will not spend this money. In
fact, it will turn up on the side of the
ledger as having been saved rather
than having been spent. So it is too
early to predict what kind of reform
will occur, and when it will occur, if it
occurs, on Social Security.

What we have to look at is right now
and the next 5 years in this budget res-
olution. Some would make it sound as
if $1.1 trillion applied to the debt—a
portion of which is from the on-budget
surplus—isn’t enough, that we ought to
do more.

Let me suggest, what is left over
after doing that, over the next 5 years,
is about $390 billion. That is what is
left over in new money, off a freeze.

You have to take care of defense with
that, which I think a fair guess would
be that by itself it is going to grow at
$20 billion a year at a minimum. What
about all the rest of Government? Are
we literally going to say we are not
going to have a single increase in the

rest of Government? Of course, we are
going to have some.

What about a tax bill of some type?
Sooner or later both sides of the aisle—
and we are going to get a new Presi-
dent, but we are going to have some
tax relief. That all has to come out of
the remaining money, some portion of
which they keep saying: Put more on
the debt. They can argue whichever
way they want. Part of it will come out
of the tax relief in the future; part of it
will come out of spending in the future;
maybe part of it will come out of de-
fense in the future.

But I do not believe this Budget Com-
mittee did anything but the right thing
in assuming that about $1.1 trillion out
of a surplus that is probably totally,
for both kinds of surplus, about $1.5
trillion, is put on the debt.

Everybody claims they want to do
more. Everybody quotes Alan Green-
span. My friend, Senator GRAMM, once
said: Quoting Alan Greenspan is sort of
like quoting the Bible. It depends on
whether you are reading John or Mat-
thew; you can get a quote in one of
them that faith alone gets you to
Heaven, and you can quote the other
one that faith and a little work gets
you to Heaven. Choose whichever you
like. But you can quote either one.

I am going to say—to quote Alan
Greenspan to my way of thinking—the
best thing you can do is put a surplus
on the debt that you owe to the public.
But then he says, if the next choice is
between spending it and tax relief, un-
equivocally, tax relief; and, third, the
worst for the economy is to spend
more.

Frankly, I am amazed that we have
Republicans complaining about not
having enough on the debt when all we
have left over is used for two things:
$150 billion, spread over 5 years, in tax
relief, unless we do not do it. If we do
not have tax relief at all, it all goes on
the debt. That is right in the budget
resolution. That is binding. So if you
do not do tax relief, it goes on the debt.
The rest goes to contemplated in-
creases in defense and a very small
amount for the myriad domestic pro-
grams that we have in our Govern-
ment.

We have to be both realists and theo-
rists. We have to be philosophical and
we have to apply it with some bench-
marks to reality.

To tell you the honest truth, and to
share with my fellow Senators, never
in my life—25 years of which was spent
with great deficits—did I ever assume
we would be applying as much as this
budget resolution contemplates against
the debt. Our interest is going to de-
cline—I am corrected here—from about
$224 billion a year to about $166 billion
by the year 2005. That is with the tax
relief we have and with the defense in-
creases we have. Then, if you want to
go out the next 5 years, it comes down
precipitously thereafter.

Frankly, this generation of Ameri-
cans, and those working and trying to
make a living, are all out there saying:

We are putting part of our taxes into
debt relief. They are asking: How much
is enough? Are you going to have any
left over to give us a little tax relief?
Are you going to have any left over so
we can have an adequate Defense De-
partment? Or are you really going to
put it all on the debt?

I understand I am exaggerating when
I say ‘‘all,’’ but how much more can we
do?

I do not believe we ought to go be-
yond what we have in this budget reso-
lution. Democrats will claim maybe $75
billion more ought to go on the debt.
Senator ALLARD has it in some formula
by the year we ought to have more. I
think they both ought to lose. I hope,
before we are finished, they will both
lose because the right thing to do is
just about what the Budget Committee
agreed to: about $10 billion, or so, a
year out of the on-budget surplus; and
the entire Social Security surplus
going unused, staying in the fund.

When I ask, How much is enough? I
suggest that the most significant fiscal
policy change made to this point—to
the benefit of Americans of the fu-
ture—is something that came from our
side of the aisle, and in particular that
I thought up one day; and that most
significant fiscal change of events is
that all the Social Security surplus
stays in the Social Security fund.

Ask Dr. Greenspan, looking over the
last decade, and from what he can see
in the future: What is the most signifi-
cant fiscal policy change to the better-
ment of America? He will say that one,
if you live by it. We are living by it
right here in this budget resolution,
and somebody is suggesting that isn’t
enough. Somebody such as Dr. Green-
span thinks it is a whopping amount. I
imagine if he could write it down on a
piece of paper, he would say: I really
never thought Congress would ever do
that. If they do it for another 5 or 10
years, what a plus will occur, what a
positive thing to happen for American
consumers, the American worker, and
America’s future.

I will just summarize by stating a
rather unbelievable fact: By the year
2005, interest expenses will have de-
creased from 13 percent to 8 percent of
the Federal budget. That is the only
significant portion of the budget that
has declined, from 13 percent of the
budget down to 8 percent by 2005. Pret-
ty good work, Congress, pretty good
work.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield for a minute?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield whatever
time the Senator would like.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send
to the desk two amendments to strike
section 208 and section 210, and I ask
unanimous consent that they be quali-
fied and temporarily set aside to be
called up later. We will have a third
amendment pertaining to section 211 to
be offered later.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, what was the request?

Mr. STEVENS. That these amend-
ments be qualified and put in line.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. DOMENICI. I reserve the remain-

der of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I will

take the opportunity to respond to
some of the comments of the Senator
from South Carolina and also to some
of the comments from the chairman of
the Budget Committee.

We all appreciate the effort the
chairman of the Budget Committee has
put forth in paying down the public
debt. I think he is to be commended for
his commitment. We have talked about
the need to pay down the public debt.

What I am saying with this par-
ticular amendment is that we need to
go beyond 5 years. We need to look at
20 years and put a plan in place. This is
a minimal plan. We have over a $1.6
trillion budget. We are just taking $15
billion of it and saying let’s commit
each year an additional $15 billion to
paying down the debt and that we
ought to be able to do that. I don’t care
whether it is 15 or 10 or 7. Senator ENZI
from Wyoming made the same com-
ment. The important thing is that we
have a plan to pay it down.

This is a legitimate plan. This is not
just a paper transfer. The Senator from
South Carolina implied that this is just
a transfer on paper. It isn’t. It is tak-
ing the on-budget surplus and using
that towards paying down the debt as a
minimal plan. If the Budget Committee
comes up with more dollars they want
to put aside for debt reduction, God
bless them. Let’s do it. I am all for
that. But this doesn’t prevent them
from doing more if they want to do it.

In addition to that, we say, instead of
taking the Social Security surplus and
transferring it over to the general fund
where it gets spent, hold it in a fund
very much like the Domenici lockbox.
We put it there, and we don’t spend it.
It stays in that fund until we have seri-
ous Social Security reform. Then, when
we have changed Social Security, when
we have saved Social Security, then we
can relook at changing the law, where
we have an automatic transfer of sur-
plus and Social Security that goes to
the general fund to be spent. We can
look at the implications on our total
debt figure.

What you have here is a minimal
plan. If you start including the off-
budget surpluses in the year 2001, you
have a total debt payment of around
$152.4 billion because there is $137.4 bil-
lion that comes in on top of the $15 bil-
lion we have in the minimal plan. Then
in the next year, in 2002, we go up to
$30 billion that we are using in on-
budget surplus to pay down the debt.
That is a minimal plan to pay it down
by 2021. We add on top of that another
$143.6 billion to bring it up to $173.6 bil-
lion at the end of the 2002 budget year.
That is assuming we don’t do anything
to reform or change Social Security.

I think most of us agree that Social
Security is going to have to be

changed. We will have to do something
to save it. I am saying, in the mean-
time, instead of leaving the money out
there, leaving it vulnerable, let’s use
the money to pay down the public debt
an additional amount so it doesn’t get
built into the spending patterns of the
Congress and obligate us to programs
we may not be able to afford if we go
into a time period where our economy
is going to turn down.

I believe our economy is cyclical.
Right now, we are going through un-
precedented growth. At some point in
time, it is going to turn around. We are
going to regret the day we didn’t do
more to pay down the debt to get us in
a position to ride through those eco-
nomic downturns when they occur.

I think this is an important provi-
sion. It is in no way intended to be
critical of the efforts of the Budget
Committee to date. It says we can do
just a little bit more; instead of look-
ing at 5-year increments, let’s look at
a 20-year increment for paying down
the debt. We can do that in 20 years, by
2021. It says that in the process of
doing that, at a minimum, we will save
ourselves $3 trillion in interest pay-
ments.

It is a concrete plan. It doesn’t elimi-
nate the opportunity, if Members of
the Senate want to have reduced taxes.
It does not eliminate that. It has an
enforcement mechanism.

Last fall, we got into a discussion in
the Senate as to whether or not we
were spending Social Security dollars
because there was a disagreement on
what the revenues were going to be at
the first of the year, and we moved into
February. We have provided that if our
projected revenues don’t hold up, we
can go in and make adjustments on
spending so that when we tell the
American people we are not going to
spend Social Security dollars and the
revenues don’t hold up, we won’t spend
Social Security dollars. We will have
saved Social Security. I think it is
straightforward budgeting. It is ac-
countable. I think it is a step in the
right direction.

I reserve the remainder of my time. I
wonder if we have anyone further who
wants to speak on the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

If neither side yields time, the time
will be subtracted equally against both
sides.

Mr. ALLARD. Does the other side
have anybody who cares to speak? If
not, I can yield on this side.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We do, Mr.
President. If, however, the proponent
of the amendment wishes to continue
addressing the Senate, we have no ob-
jection. We are waiting for people to
come by.

Mr. ALLARD. I think Senator ENZI
may want to make a point or two in
the debate. I will yield some time to
him, unless the Senator has somebody
in line to speak.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That would be
fine.

Mr. ALLARD. I call on the Senator
from Wyoming, Mr. ENZI, and yield him
5 minutes.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, we have
been hearing about the Social Security
surplus, and I hate for the debate to
really revolve around the Social Secu-
rity surplus. The Senator from New
Mexico, Mr. DOMENICI, did come up
with a marvelous plan last year—the
lockbox for Social Security—which has
been adopted as one of our budget prin-
ciples now; we lock up the Social Secu-
rity surplus. I can’t give enough credit
to him for his effort, along with those
of us who joined him to make that
preservation of Social Security. It is
extremely important. That continues
under this bill.

The focus of the bill should be a plan
to pay down the rest of the national
debt over a specified period of time,
just as you do a house payment. Why is
this important? Every family in Amer-
ica will understand why that is impor-
tant.

I hear some words around here occa-
sionally that if you have extra money
after you do these other things, then
you understand you are supposed to
pay down your debt. No, that is not
how it works, and the American people
understand that. If you have a debt,
you have a payment you have to make,
and you allocate that payment before
you do anything else.

That is what we are talking about
here—responsibility, just as you have
in a family, for paying down the na-
tional debt. It would come first. It
would have to be the first thing we did.
We would still find the money to do the
other things we thought were impor-
tant, but we would first pay down this
national debt we have accumulated on
behalf of our kids and grandkids.

We have talked about the debt being
reduced by $1.1 trillion over the next 5
years. That is marvelous. That is tak-
ing the Social Security surplus and
locking it up. It is a very important
concept. But that does not pay down
the national debt so there is money left
with which to eventually do additional
things.

There was a comment that there is
$130 billion in interest savings by pay-
ing that down. Not if we are being hon-
est about Social Security. If Social Se-
curity has bonds, Social Security
should earn interest. If Social Security
earns interest, that also has to go into
the account because we can’t spend it.
We don’t want to spend it, we are not
supposed to spend it, and we have made
it a principle not to spend it. But we
should still pay the interest to Social
Security. It will increase the debt re-
duction on this changing from one
pocket to another. But it is still inter-
est that has to be paid.

We are talking about a billion dollars
a day of interest on the national debt—
borrowing from what the Senator from
South Carolina used as a figure. But I
have to tell you, that billion dollars a
day is not free to be spent until all of
the national debt is paid off—all of it.
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When you pay down a house mortgage,
you pay it down a little bit and it saves
you some interest, but you actually
apply that interest to your payment
because the payment stays constant on
a house payment. So you can’t spend
the interest you save on a house pay-
ment. We are suggesting you can’t
spend the interest you save on a debt
reduction payment.

As the only accountant in the Sen-
ate, I spent a great deal of time listen-
ing to last year’s discussion on tax re-
lief. I was amazed at the number of my
Democrat colleagues who opposed that
bill because they said the money
should be used for debt reduction. This
is the same reason the President gave
for vetoing our tax cut. When he sub-
mitted his budget to Congress this
year, he made clear his rhetoric on
debt reduction was a fleeting facade be-
hind which he could hide his real desire
for countless new Government pro-
grams, each one requiring substantial
new Government spending, which
would further threaten our children’s
economic future. As soon as the threat
of the tax cut disappeared, so did the
President’s determination and commit-
ment to debt reduction—other than
moving it from one pocket to the other
on Social Security.

This amendment challenges all of my
colleagues to choose between a plan
that offers a real debt reduction or the
hollow promises which were nothing
more than a smokescreen for huge Gov-
ernment spending.

I urge colleagues to join me in re-
building the financial house of respon-
sibility where our parents and grand-
parents can retire in peace and where
our children and grandchildren will be
welcome for years to come. We should
join together in laying an important
cornerstone in that foundation today
by supporting Senator ALLARD’s
amendment to this budget resolution.

I reserve the remainder of my time
and I yield the floor.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of our time on this
side.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the time be charged equally to
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ALLARD. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield to

the Senator from New Jersey.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,

what is the parliamentary situation re-
garding the time for any opposition to
the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement, there are 41
minutes remaining in opposition.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
will speak off the budget resolution
itself. I have listened with interest to
the comments of the Senator from Col-
orado. I salute what he says he wants
to do to get the debt reduced more
than anybody else: Get it lower, bring
it down. It doesn’t matter how we get
it there, if we have to burn the house
down to get it.

There isn’t anybody here who doesn’t
know we are terribly short of funding
for programs we need to have in place,
that even the Republican budget reso-
lution—and I serve on the Budget Com-
mittee—was passed by the majority
without any support from the minor-
ity. None of the Democrats voted for
this resolution.

I think it is fair to say the principle
of paying down the debt was estab-
lished by President Clinton and his ad-
ministration when they said, ‘‘Save So-
cial Security, pay down the debt.’’
They were almost simultaneous acts.
Some disagree and say it is another
IOU from the Government. But it is an
IOU from a much stronger balance
sheet. I come from the business world,
and that is the way I look at things.

I ask the Senator from Colorado, if
he will indulge me, what is the total
savings he hopes to have or the total
debt reduction he plans to have over
the 5-year period?

Mr. ALLARD. If we look at it over-
all, we plan on saving, in interest over
the 20 year period, $3.2 trillion. Now, if
we look at our debt payment over 5
years in surplus, then we are going to
be paying down our trust fund. In 2006,
we are going to be looking at—let me
get the figure out here—a total of hav-
ing paid down the surplus in 5 years of
$982.7 billion and a savings of the inter-
est, which would be that much less
since we have to pay interest on it.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
will the distinguished Senator be kind
enough to tell me what the formula
says in direct debt repayment over the
5-year period? I understand that it is in
increments.

Mr. ALLARD. Fifteen billion dollars.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Then $30 billion.
Mr. ALLARD. Then $45 billion. Yes.

So when we get down here to the year
2006, we would be making a $90 billion
payment for the debt payment. But $15
billion of that comes out of the spend-
ing for that year as new revenues come
in. So we are establishing a program.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I appreciate the
Senator’s response. I am trying to get
it nailed down to a figure so we can dis-
cuss it with a degree of understanding.

If it was $15 billion, $30 billion, $45
billion, $60 billion, and $75 billion, it
comes to about $255 billion in 5 years.

Mr. ALLARD. The program amount
paying down the debt would be $90 bil-
lion in the year 2006.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. But we are talk-
ing about starting in 2001. It comes to
$255 billion. We don’t have to take this

much longer. I was surprised to see the
Senator introduce a 20-year forecast.
Am I correct? Was that on the chart?

Mr. ALLARD. It is not a forecast. It
is a plan to pay down the debt so we
will have completely paid off the debt
by the year 2021.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It is a manda-
tory retirement of debt each year re-
gardless of the financial condition in
this country.

Mr. ALLARD. It includes the Social
Security surplus. The bill sets the So-
cial Security surplus over here, and
says it will not spend the Social Secu-
rity surplus unless we do Social Secu-
rity reform. On top of that, you have
the Social Security surplus. If we took
2001 and 2002, for example, when you in-
clude a Social Security surplus, it is
more than $15 billion. It is $152.4 billion
in 2001, and $173.6 billion paying down
the debt in both those years. It is pret-
ty similar to what the Budget Com-
mittee is doing right now.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. To be clear, be-
cause I think there is perhaps some
misinterpretation of what the Senator
is looking for, that is pay down the
debt as a mandate of the budget proc-
ess—pay down the debt, and that is re-
gardless of where those payments come
from. I understand the Senator wants
to get the debt paid down. But I just
want to be sure I am correct in what I
understand his intention is, once again
to pay down the debt. Regardless, we
are going to take $15 billion out next
year, and the next year it is $30 billion,
and then $45 billion, et cetera, among
the first things. That is a mandate.

Mr. ALLARD. That is a priority.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-

ator. I hope it is clear to everybody
who is listening that this is a cut
taken without regard for the con-
sequences. It doesn’t matter where it
comes from. It can come out of Medi-
care, based on what we are hearing. It
could come out of education. It could
come out of COPS. Pull in the FBI, cut
the number of FBI agents, cut safety
programs, cut Coast Guard—cut, cut. It
is like the harvest at the end of the
growing season—just cut it. The only
problem is we have other obligations.

Maybe the Senator from Colorado
thinks the principal obligation is simi-
lar to running an accounting office
such as H&R Block, or something such
as that. We cut regardless of the con-
sequences. Take down the respirators.
Take down the blood transfusions. If
the patient dies, the patient dies.

We can’t have that. Forgive me, but
everybody knows that this is a polit-
ical idea whose time should never
come. We cannot plan on eliminating
the debt without establishing where it
is that the funds are going to come
from to pay down that debt. I did not
hear the Senator say ‘‘only if there is a
surplus.’’ He didn’t allocate the re-
source to the surplus. Even if we are in
debt because of an economic downturn
of some significance, we will just pay
down the debt. We will take it out of
programs that are life-sustaining pro-
grams in some cases—or increasing
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taxes. That is where we have to go if
there is no accounting. I know the Sen-
ator, in addition to being a profes-
sional, is also, if I may say, a business-
man. He knows what balance sheets
and P&L statements look like. We are
going to just pay down the debt regard-
less of where it comes from.

I know the distinguished chairman of
the committee on which I serve, the
Budget Committee, has a word or two
he wants to pass along. I must say that
this proposal, unless we know where
and how the funds are going to be gen-
erated to pay down that debt, you will
forgive me, borders on the reckless.

I ask the Senator to answer in short
form, because it is on opposition time,
where does the Senator plan to get the
funds to pay down this debt?

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, my re-
sponse is, we have 4-percent growth in
outlays projected into the schedule
that we have laid out. In reality, there
are no program cuts. We make provi-
sions for 4-percent increases. There is
just a plan. It is similar to an amorti-
zation schedule for your home. If the
family runs into problems, they can
redo that plan to pay down the debt.
But the key is that we have a plan to
pay down the debt. We have allowed 4-
percent growth in spending in that
plan. I think that is reasonable.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am sure the
Senator considers it reasonable.

I point out that this cut would be to
reduce the Republican budget resolu-
tion plan for spending by $205 billion.

I ask the chairman of the Budget
Committee what kind of effect this
might have if your budget plan for dis-
cretionary spending and nondefense
was cut, and maybe even throw defense
in the $205 billion.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to the Senator that all good intentions
are attributable to this amendment.
But this amendment prejudges every-
thing that we need for the next 5 years,
and perhaps 5 years after that. Assum-
ing we know right now about every-
thing we need—and we ought to use his
number, which is 4 percent for defense
and everything else—and decide all the
rest goes on the debt, then budget com-
mittees will start with those ground
rules in the future. Pretty soon, we
will just write a budget right here on
the floor like this. We don’t have to
meet. Nothing happens any differently
every year. We just determine this is
exactly how much will be left over, and
all the rest goes to the debt.

I am already against the amendment.
I don’t think it is the right thing to do.
I didn’t yield time off my amendment,
but I would have if I had been here.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I could see a
hefty tax raise coming to pay off the
debt.

Mr. DOMENICI. It could, and it could
be tax cuts in the future, which is not
what Republicans have been thinking
either. The Senator from Colorado says
he doesn’t intend to affect them. But
the truth is we don’t know that.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
have finished with my remarks.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I re-
gret I will be unable to support the
amendment offered by Senator ALLARD
to provide for budget procedures de-
signed to reduce our national debt.
While I strongly agree with the goal of
debt reduction, I cannot support the
amendment because of several impor-
tant flaws.

First, the amendment calls for at
least partially privatizing Social Secu-
rity as part of an overall reform plan
for that program. While I believe we
need to pursue modest reforms to So-
cial Security, I strongly oppose efforts
to privatize that program. For the past
seven decades, Social Security has
worked to keep retirees out of poverty.
Roughly half of seniors would in live
poverty were it not for Social Security.
It would be a great mistake to elimi-
nate the fundamental shared security
that program provides by moving to a
privatized system.

Second, while a policy of planned
debt reduction may be meritorious,
there are clearly times when it would
be wise to temporarily suspend such
plans. The amendment provides for one
exception, namely a declaration of war.
However, there are other cir-
cumstances under which an exception
may be needed, in particular, when
there is a severe economic recession.
At such a time, debt reduction may ag-
gravate an economic slump. At the
very least, the amendment should pro-
vide some flexibility with respect to
the level of debt reduction. Unfortu-
nately, it does not.

Finally, the amendment may be un-
constitutional, as it attempts to con-
strain the power of the Vice President,
provided in the Constitution, to break
tie votes in the Senate. It is ironic that
perhaps the most critical vote of the
past decade in the cause of a lower na-
tional debt, the vote to pass the 1993
deficit reduction package, was decided
by the tie-breaking vote of the Vice
President and would have been pre-
cluded had this provision been in effect
at the time. That single vote may be
more responsible for the record-break-
ing economic growth we have experi-
enced than any other over the past
seven years. More importantly, this
provision is almost certainly unconsti-
tutional, and on that basis alone, war-
rants opposition.

This budget resolution would cer-
tainly look a lot better were it to in-
corporate the levels of debt reduction
contemplated by this amendment, and
it is regretful that, thanks in large
part to the fiscally irresponsible tax
cuts in it, the underlying budget reso-
lution could not sustain the level of
debt reduction that Senator ALLARD
proposes. While I cannot vote for his
amendment, I congratulate Senator
ALLARD on his effort, for he has cer-
tainly helped to raise the critical issue
of debt reduction, and given it the pri-
ority it deserves.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise to
strongly support Senator ALLARD’s
amendment, which would protect So-

cial Security and eliminate the federal
debt held by the public. I believe this is
a fiscally responsible amendment and
it will help us to maintain fiscal dis-
cipline in an era of budget surplus.

If enacted, this amendment would
stop Washington’s spending spree and
eliminate the entire $3.6 trillion debt
owed to the public, save over $3 trillion
in interest, and protect the Social Se-
curity program from annual discre-
tionary appropriations raids.

Mr. President, thanks to our strong
economy, we will have a $1.9 trillion
non-Social Security surplus and a $2.3
trillion Social Security surplus over
the next 10 years.

Yet there are many proposals to
spend this surplus. If we spend it, rath-
er than save it, we will confirm the
public’s worst fears about the irrespon-
sibility of their elected leaders.

This budget surplus didn’t just fall
from the sky. It is working Americans
who generated the surplus—not Con-
gress, not the President, but Ameri-
cans’ hard work. And it should be re-
turned to taxpayers in the form of debt
reduction, tax relief, and Social Secu-
rity reform.

If we don’t lock in the budget surplus
and return it to the taxpayers in these
ways, Washington will spend it all.
Last year’s appropriations spending
has proven that my fears are well
founded.

Federal Reserve Chairman Greenspan
has repeatedly advised the Congress
and the administration that we should
use the surplus for debt reduction or
tax relief, rather than increasing gov-
ernment spending. Here is what he
said:

Saving the surpluses—if politically fea-
sible—is, in my judgment, the most impor-
tant fiscal measure we can take at this time
to foster continued improvements in produc-
tivity.

The Allard amendment would achieve
this goal by dedicating some of the
non-Social Security surplus to retire
the debt. It also locks up the entire So-
cial Security surplus for debt reduc-
tion, so we can have more cash reserves
to save and reform Social Security, and
to ensure Social Security will be there
for our seniors, baby boomers, and fu-
ture generations.

I am pleased that under this budget
resolution, we dedicate the $1.1 trillion
budget surplus to reduce the debt. This
is a move in the right direction. We
should now accelerate and continue the
debt repayments.

The Allard amendment will just do
that. Starting in fiscal year 2001, this
amendment requires Congress to use
$15 billion of non-Social Security sur-
plus receipts to pay down the debt.
Thereafter, in every succeeding year,
the amount of debt payment must in-
crease by $15 billion. Under this amend-
ment, we will do more to pay down the
debt.

Futhermore, the Allard amendment
leaves plenty of room to provide tax re-
lief for working Americans, while pro-
tecting the Social Security surplus.
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Our colleagues on the other side of

the aisle talk about debt reduction, but
what they really want is to use debt re-
duction as an excuse to deny working
Americans tax relief and to increase
government spending. When I offered
an amendment in the Budget Com-
mittee to dedicate this fiscal year’s $26
billion on-budget surplus to retire the
national debt, all of the Minority party
members voted against my amend-
ment, claiming that it would cut gov-
ernment spending too much.

Mr. President, our economy has
greatly improved our short-term fiscal
situation, and we will have a signifi-
cant budget surplus over the next 10
years. However, our long-term fiscal
condition, such as the insolvency of So-
cial Security, still constitutes the pri-
mary threat to the health of our future
economy.

We must seize the opportunity pre-
sented by this budget surplus to ad-
dress our long-term fiscal imbalances
caused by the astronomic unfunded li-
ability of Social Security. Without re-
form, the long-term financial imbal-
ances will crowd out all of our discre-
tionary spending. It will create fiscal
hardship for millions of baby boomers
and impose a heavy burden on future
generations.

The Allard amendment offers us the
opportunity to fix the problem.

The Allard amendment maintains the
fiscal discipline we need in an era of
budget surplus. It requires Congress to
budget for a surplus that will be dedi-
cated to the repayment of the publicly
held portion of the debt, while main-
taining a balanced budget.

As I have repeatedly warned, without
returning this budget surplus to the
taxpayers in the form of debt reduction
and tax relief, Washington will spend
all of it. Let’s pass the Allard amend-
ment to stop that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, while the
manager of the bill has been talking on
this most important issue, I have been
meeting with staff and some others to
try to get the remaining time lined up
before 5:30.

I say to the manager of the bill on
the majority side that Senator CONRAD
is here and would like to offer an
amendment. He can either do it when
time runs out or he could do it now.

If the Senator from Colorado wishes
to offer an amendment, we could take
5 minutes before 5:30.

Senator KENNEDY and Senator BINGA-
MAN would also like 5 minutes to speak
before the vote takes place. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota, who is going
to offer the amendment, needs about 12
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. We have been work-
ing very well together on this but I
don’t want to agree to that. That
means on your side you have 10 min-
utes to speak on the education matter
and you have not yielded anything to
us in opposition.

Mr. REID. I have no problem with
you having whatever time. I am trying

to protect Senators BINGAMAN and KEN-
NEDY because they requested time a
long time ago.

Mr. DOMENICI. The unanimous con-
sent said each of them can speak 2 min-
utes before the vote. That is agreed to
in the unanimous consent; is that cor-
rect?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. So they have 2 min-
utes each.

Mr. REID. If they are here and I get
the floor I will yield them some time.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am ready to let the
Senator proceed with his amendment
although there is time remaining. I
want to yield my time. If the Senator
will yield his time, he will not have
time left except the 2 minutes for each
side.

Mr. REID. I think the two leaders
would not agree to that because they
have alerted everybody the vote is
going to take place at 5:30.

Mr. DOMENICI. Under my proposal,
we yield back our time on Allard, he
yields back his time, and we are fin-
ished with Allard except for the 2 min-
utes.

Mr. REID. And then the rest of the
time we talk on debt reduction.

Mr. DOMENICI. Up until the time we
allow 2 minutes for each amendment.

Mr. ALLARD. I want 2 or 3 minutes
to summarize. I can do that and then
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Wouldn’t you rather
speak before your amendment is voted
on?

Mr. ALLARD. Yes.
Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator has 2

minutes under the unanimous consent
to do that.

Mr. ALLARD. That is fine.
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back the time

and assume the time has been con-
sumed on the Allard amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

AMENDMENT NO. 2935 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2906

(Purpose: To increase the amount of debt re-
duction contained in the resolution by $75
billion over 5 years)
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the

amendment I am offering is simple. It
reduces the proposed $150 billion tax
cut in the Republican plan. It cuts it in
half and dedicates the savings to debt
reduction.

The U.S. economy is stronger than it
has ever been. We have now had the
longest economic expansion in our his-
tory. The question before the Senate is:
What is the best strategy for keeping
this extraordinary economic expansion
underway? That is the question before
the Senate.

Virtually every economist who came
before the Budget Committee, vir-
tually every economist who came be-
fore the Finance Committee on which I
also serve, has said the highest priority
ought to be the further paying down of
the national debt. That is what my
amendment addresses.

I believe rather than some ambitious,
new spending scheme or some ambi-

tious, new tax scheme that our priority
ought to be paying down the national
debt. Why? Because that is what has
triggered this enormous economic ex-
pansion, getting our fiscal policy in
order.

In 1993, we had a $290 billion deficit,
a deficit as far as the eye could see. We
were running up the national debt. In
fact, we quadrupled the national debt
in about a 10-year timeframe. That
would put this economy in the tank. In
1993, when we passed a plan to bring
down the deficit, a 5-year plan that
brought down the deficit each and
every year, that put us on a course to
lower interest rates and of higher rates
of economic growth, to get the crowd-
ing-out factor removed from the mar-
ketplace so the Federal Government
wasn’t in competition with the private
sector for scarce resources.

The result has been reduced interest
rates. The result has been more money
available for productive investment in
this economy. The result has been the
lowest unemployment in 30 years, the
lowest rates of inflation in more than
30 years, and the longest economic ex-
pansion in our history. Those are the
facts. The critical component, accord-
ing to every economist that has come
before us, is to continue that strategy,
continue to pay down the debt, lift this
debt burden off of the economy, pay off
this publicly held debt by the year 2013
or before so that we have as big an
economy as we can possibly grow be-
fore the baby boomers start to retire.
That is the wisest course.

It is not just the opinion of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota; that is also
the opinion of the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve, who says: Pay down
the debt first. The best use of the sur-
plus is to reduce red ink.

Chairman Greenspan said on debt re-
duction: Saving the surpluses, if politi-
cally feasible, is, in my judgment, the
most important fiscal measure we can
take at this time to foster continued
improvements in productivity.

Listen to Mr. Greenspan on this ques-
tion:

. . . there are limited fiscal resources in
this country and until we have strong evi-
dence that there is a major structural in-
crease in the surplus, that trying to commit
it to various different programs or even tax
cuts, I think, is unwise.

The alternative budget we are offer-
ing on our side dedicates 82 percent of
the projected surpluses to debt reduc-
tion. This is what we are proposing
over 10 years; 82 percent of all of the
surpluses dedicated to paying down the
debt. We leave 14 percent for tax cuts
and other high priority domestic needs
such as prescription drug benefits.

The vast majority of what we are
proposing in our substitute is to pay
down the debt. This includes every
penny of the Social Security surplus,
and it includes the biggest percentage
of the non-Social Security surplus for
paying down the debt.

I know this is a conservative ap-
proach and some are surprised we are
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advocating it, but this is our position.
We believe it is the best strategy for
the economy. We believe it is the best
strategy for the country, and it is the
strategy we are strongly supporting.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle primarily advocate tax cuts. Vir-
tually all of the non-Social Security
surplus in the plan on the other side of
the aisle goes for tax cuts. Our alter-
native is to say, yes, there is room for
tax cuts, but it ought not to be the
first priority out of the non-Social Se-
curity surplus. The first priority ought
to be further debt reduction. We dedi-
cate 36 percent of the non-Social Secu-
rity surplus in addition to 100 percent
of the Social Security surplus. In addi-
tion, we advocate 36 percent of the non-
Social Security surplus to debt reduc-
tion, the biggest percentage.

The next biggest percentage is for
tax cuts. Yes, tax cuts are called for
with this prosperity. Yes, we ought to
address the marriage penalty; we ought
to solve it. Yes, we ought to deal with
some of the other things in the Tax
Code that are unfair. For example, I be-
lieve 39 years of depreciation for lease-
hold improvements makes no sense
when the economic life of those im-
provements is 10 to 15 years. We ought
to change that, too. We ought to
change the estate tax. The current uni-
fied credit is out of date. We ought to
update that. We ought to dramatically
increase what we are doing in terms of
relief for people with an estate tax
problem.

The top priority ought to be debt re-
duction. That is what we have made
the top priority in our proposal. Mr.
President, 36 percent of the non-Social
Security surplus is for debt reduction;
29 percent for tax cuts; 23 percent for
prescription drugs and other initia-
tives, and, of course, 11 percent for in-
terest costs.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield to

the Senator.
Mr. REID. Would a debt reduction be

a tax decrease for everybody in Amer-
ica?

Mr. CONRAD. Absolutely. That
would reduce interest costs over time.
Of course, we are burning up a lot of
money in the Federal budget in inter-
est costs.

The other thing I think is often
missed in this whole question of debt
reduction, Lloyd Bentsen when he was
Secretary of the Treasury came to a
meeting of the Finance Committee and
said the best bang for the buck, the
biggest bang for the buck is to take
measures that reduce debt, that reduce
deficits, that as a result take pressure
off of interest rates.

For every 1 percent we save on inter-
est rates, we lift a $128 billion debt bur-
den off this economy, every year—
every year. That is bigger than any tax
cut anybody has come up with, in
terms of relief to our economy, by lift-
ing the debt burden on this economy.

The proof is in the pudding. What
happened in 1993, when we cut spending

and, yes, raised income taxes on the
wealthiest 1 percent so we could reduce
the deficits, balance the budget, and
get us on a course that could be sus-
tained financially? We triggered re-
duced interest rates, increased rates of
savings, societal savings that made
more money available for productive
investment that kicked off the longest
economic expansion in our history.
That is what is working. We ought to
continue that course.

We ought to stay the effort, continue
the effort to pay down this debt, re-
lieve the debt burden on the economy,
take Government out of competition
for scarce resources so the private sec-
tor has more money to invest, so we
are better able to grow the economy, so
we have a bigger economy when the
bills of the baby boom generation start
to come due. That is what every econo-
mist has told the Finance Committee.
It is what they have told the Budget
Committee. We have the Chairman of
the Federal Reserve telling us that is
the wisest course. Let’s do it. Let’s
take some of this tax cut, half of it,
and use it to reduce the debt. That is
the wisest course.

We know there are things that need
to be done on tax relief. I mentioned
the marriage tax penalty. We ought to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty. We
ought to eliminate that. We have
enough money in our proposed tax cuts
to take care of that problem and also
to address other serious needs in the
tax arena. But when I talk to my con-
stituents, they say to me: Senator, pay
down the debt. That is really the cry-
ing need in this economy.

We know; we have seen the reports in
the Washington Post, that individuals’
taxes have gone down. That is the find-
ing of the Congressional Budget Office.
That is the finding of the Tax Founda-
tion, that taxes on individuals have
gone down because we have expanded
the earned-income tax credit; we pro-
vide the $500 tax credit for children. As
a result, we have provided tax relief,
very meaningful tax relief. That is one
reason people are not clamoring for the
additional tax relief.

What they are clamoring for is a con-
tinuation of the economic strategy
that has made us the wonder of the
world. It has created the longest eco-
nomic expansion in our history. What-
ever we do, we should not put that eco-
nomic expansion at risk. And the best
way to foster a continuation of this
economic expansion is to continue the
strategy of paying down debt.

Might I inquire how much time I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has not sent up his amendment, so
the time has not begun to run on his
amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
CONRAD], for himself, Mr. KOHL, Mr. DORGAN,
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. HARKIN and Mr. ROBB,
proposes an amendment numbered 2935 to
amendment 2906.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
In the amendment strike all after the first

word and add the following:
Notwithstanding any other provisions of

this resolution the following numbers shall
apply:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 6, line 1, decrease the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 6, line 6, decrease the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 6, line 7, decrease the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 6, line 8, decrease the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 6, line 9, decrease the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$74,881,000,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thought we had an implicit under-
standing when I yielded back all my
time on the amendment that Senator
CONRAD would offer his amendment, it
would be a half-hour on his side on his
amendment and a half-hour on our
side. That is what second-degree
amendments carry.

Mr. CONRAD. I thought we had 12
minutes on our side.

Mr. DOMENICI. Twelve only? What-
ever anyone wants to do, we have to
leave some time.
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Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? I

say to the Senator from North Dakota,
I offered a unanimous consent agree-
ment to give him 12 minutes. He
thought that had been agreed to. It had
not been. That is why he asked the
Chair how much time he had left. He
offered his amendment. I guess the
time will just be split now; is that
right?

Mr. DOMENICI. He has used 12 min-
utes. How much time has he used on
his amendment?

Mr. REID. How much time has the
Senator used?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator spoke for 11 minutes off the reso-
lution.

Mr. REID. So, 45 minutes, approxi-
mately, would be remaining?

Mr. DOMENICI. At what time are we
supposed to vote?

Mr. REID. We are to vote at 5:30;
there are 35 minutes left.

Mr. DOMENICI. We need 2 minutes to
talk about the amendment that is up,
that is going to be called up. Why don’t
we split the remaining time.

Mr. REID. That will be fine.
Mr. DOMENICI. So we need 4 minutes

before we vote at 5:30, and the rest of
the time will be divided equally, which
is giving him a very big break, but I
am glad to do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first let
me thank my colleagues. We are glad
to split the remaining time.

I think the point has been made and
hopefully clearly made. I am offering a
second-degree amendment to the
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado. Let me just speak, if I may for a
moment, about the amendment of the
Senator from Colorado because there is
something in his amendment that also
should concern my colleagues.

Right at the beginning of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Colorado, he
defines a balanced budget as one that
includes all budgeted outlays and budg-
eted revenues. He says, ‘‘budgeted out-
lays shall not exceed budget revenues.’’
That sounds like a balanced budget
but, unfortunately, under the legal
terms to which we have to hold, that is
a definition of a balanced budget that
includes the Social Security surpluses.

We have all pledged here not to do
this. We have all pledged not to use So-
cial Security surpluses to balance the
budget. Now the Senator from Colorado
comes in here and defines a balanced
budget as one that uses Social Security
revenues to balance. That is
precisely——

Mr. ALLARD. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. CONRAD. No, I will not. That is

precisely what we should not do. That
is going back to the bad old days
around here of using Social Security
money to balance the budget. That is
going back to the bad old days of raid-
ing Social Security, of looting Social
Security to make it look as if we have
balanced the budget.

Why ever would we want to go back
to that approach? We have just spent
years convincing our colleagues and
the American people that we should
not count Social Security surpluses to
balance the operating budget of the
United States. Now we have an amend-
ment from a colleague that suggests we
ought to go back to the bad old days
and we ought to raid Social Security to
balance the budget.

I hope we will not go in that direc-
tion. I hope we will continue on the
path of reserving every penny of Social
Security for Social Security. Let’s not,
please, colleagues, go back to defining
a balanced budget as one that raids the
Social Security surpluses in order to
achieve balance. That would be a pro-
found mistake.

Instead, I hope we take the second-
degree amendment I have offered that
says let’s make the top priority debt
reduction, let’s take every penny of the
Social Security surplus and dedicate it
to Social Security, and let’s take the
biggest chunk of the non-Social Secu-
rity surplus and use it to pay down
debt. That is the best game plan for
maintaining economic prosperity in
the country, for extending this remark-
able period of economic expansion, for
broadening and deepening economic op-
portunity in this country.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time does Senator CONRAD have
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much do I have
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do
not want to provoke a long argument
about who did the most to cause Amer-
ica to have these years of prosperity. I
will summarize what I think.

Frankly, I do not believe it is ration-
al to say the Clinton tax increase of
$290 billion is what caused this Amer-
ican economy to go buoyant and
produce strong growth rates for the
last 7 years. Essentially, that is what
happened in that first year. Some say
it added some credibility. To the ex-
tent it added credibility, it probably
should have been taken off after the
next year we had credibility.

In any event, I want to talk about
what we are doing here. I do not know
why it is, with the surpluses we have,
that we cannot get to the point where
those on the other side of the aisle—at
least almost all of them. They really
do not want to have very much tax re-
lief, if any, for the American people.
When we boil it right down, the dif-
ference is not paying off the debt
—there is a slight difference there—but

the difference is spending, and that is
it. They want to spend more, and we
say let’s give back more to the Amer-
ican people in tax relief.

This is about as dramatic as I can
give it, and it is a pretty honest inter-
pretation of the Democrats’ budget—
that is what the Senator alludes to—
versus our budget.

The committee’s resolution has 11
percent of the surplus going to tax re-
ductions. They have 4 percent. In the
committee’s resolution, spending gets
17 percent of the surplus—this is the
total surplus—and we put 72 percent of
that surplus on the debt. The Demo-
cratic plan says let’s do 4 percent in
tax relief and 22 percent in spending.

If one wants to quote Alan Greenspan
correctly—as I said, it is like the Bible:
It depends on how one wants to read
him. But Alan Greenspan would say:
Do not spend any of it; put it all on the
surplus. And if you cannot put it all on
the surplus, do not spend it; put it on
tax relief. That is what we did.

Essentially, when the argument is
finished, for some reason, even though
we get our tax relief down to a small
amount—$1 in tax relief for $13 in debt
reduction in the first year; over 5 years
it is $1 in tax relief for $8 in deficit re-
duction—that is not good enough. We
cannot even give back to the taxpayers
$1 out of $9—8 plus 1; $8 in reduction of
the debt. Here is the difference: We
would spend 17 percent; they would
spend 22 percent. It seems to me we are
following the admonition of the distin-
guished Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board and they are not.

On the other hand, we can argue all
day who is closest to what he says. The
Republicans are being realistic. Out of
these huge surpluses, we ought to give
a little back to the American people
sooner or later, and if we spend it, we
do not have it to give back. That is
just the way it is. That is the dif-
ference between the two.

I do not believe I will need all of my
half hour. I assume I have used 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ALLARD. Will the Senator from
New Mexico yield to me? Will the Sen-
ator from New Mexico give me some
time to respond to the comments of the
Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on the
Senator’s amendment or in opposition
to the Conrad amendment?

Mr. ALLARD. In opposition to his
amendment. He made some comments I
want to clarify for the record.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will give the Sen-
ator from Colorado 3 minutes.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, the
Senator from North Dakota indicated
that we include Social Security in our
provision when we say we have to bal-
ance the budget. That is correct. But
he did not read the whole bill because
if he had read another section of the
bill, it shows we set aside the Social
Security surplus and do not spend it.
We do treat Social Security as an off-
budget item, and we keep it there. It
stays there until there is Social Secu-
rity reform or we do something to save
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Social Security. We all agree Social
Security is headed for trouble. I want-
ed to clarify for the record that we do
protect Social Security.

I point out in opposition to the
amendment of the Senator from North
Dakota that my amendment does more
than what he is proposing. We have a
plan in place that specifically saves So-
cial Security, and we have an enforce-
ment mechanism in there.

I plan to vote against the amendment
of the Senator from North Dakota be-
cause I believe that unless we have the
enforcement mechanism, all of this is a
sham. We need to have the enforcement
mechanism that says if our revenues do
not measure up, we do not spend Social
Security.

I thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico for yielding to me so that I could
clarify the record. I yield back any re-
maining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, with the 10
minutes we have remaining, I yield 4
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota, 2 minutes to the junior Senator
from North Dakota, and 4 minutes to
the Senator from Massachusetts. Sen-
ator BINGAMAN will use our 2 minutes
in wrapup.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to
my colleague from Colorado, I read his
amendment. His amendment defines a
balanced budget as one that includes
all receipts and all outlays. That in-
cludes the Social Security surplus
funds as a definition of a balanced
budget. That, in my judgment, is not a
balanced budget. It is exactly the mis-
take we made around here for 30 years.
Defining a balanced budget as one that
includes Social Security surpluses is to
set up the circumstance in which we
could go back to the bad old days of
raiding and looting Social Security for
operating expenses, and that is some-
thing we have all pledged not to do.

Maybe the intention of the Senator
from Colorado is to protect Social Se-
curity, but when he defines a balanced
budget in the amendment he has of-
fered as one that raids Social Security
surpluses to accomplish balance, he has
turned back the clock to the bad old
days. That is a mistake. That should
not happen. We should not vote for it.

Instead, I say to my colleagues, we
should vote for the second-degree
amendment I have offered that says
let’s put debt reduction as the first pri-
ority of this Government; that says we
are going to reserve every penny of the
Social Security surplus for Social Se-
curity; and that says of the non-Social
Security surplus, instead of making a
tax reduction, a tax-cut scheme vir-
tually the only priority of the non-So-
cial Security surplus, we ought to
adopt a plan that says, no, we ought to
make the top priority of the non-Social
Security surplus debt reduction.

That is the proposal before the Sen-
ate: to cut in half the proposed tax cut

and dedicate the money to debt reduc-
tion. That is what the economists have
told us should be the highest priority
for these funds. I believe that is the
case. I reserve the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have
been listening to this debate, and it is
fascinating. Some things that are de-
bated in the Senate are complicated.
This is not.

The question proposed by Senator
CONRAD is: Will we devote more money
to reducing the debt? If during good
economic times we have a surplus and
we cannot reduce the debt we have ac-
cumulated during tough economic
times, when are we going to see real
debt reduction? I do not think there is
any Senator who ought to be voting
against Senator CONRAD’s second-de-
gree amendment.

With respect to the point he made
about the use of Social Security funds,
he and I, the Senator from Nevada, and
others have been on this floor for, I
guess, 5 or 6 years talking about this
very issue. We cannot use these funds
as offsets for something else and then
say: No, we didn’t use them; in fact, we
created a lockbox. Some lockbox.
Somebody got away with the key in
the middle of the night, apparently.

Back to the point. The issue here, of-
fered in the second-degree amendment,
is, if during tough economic times we
ran up this Federal debt to $5.7 trillion,
will we, during good economic times,
when we have a surplus, begin to make
significant payments to reduce that
debt?

Is there any greater gift we can give
to America’s children to reduce that
burden on their shoulders of this Fed-
eral debt? The answer is no.

This second-degree amendment is an
amendment every single Senator ought
to be supporting if they believe in basic
conservative principles of, during good
times, paying back what you had to
borrow during tough times. That is
what this second-degree amendment is
all about. It is very simple. As I said
when I started, there are a lot of things
that are frightfully complicated on
which we vote on the floor of the Sen-
ate. This is not. This is incredibly sim-
ple. We ought to support the second-de-
gree amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. I ask the Senator, do you

want to use some of your time? We
only have 4 minutes left. You have 15
minutes or thereabouts.

Mr. DOMENICI. Do we have anybody
else here?

Mr. President, I said about as much
as I can say about the difference be-
tween the budget resolution and Sen-
ator CONRAD’s approach. I think it is
shown right behind me on this chart.
Essentially, it does not have very much
to do with who brings the debt down
quicker. It has more to do with who
wants more money for spending?

I want to repeat that I am firmly
convinced that, for some reason or an-

other, the other side is not frightened
by the idea of spending the surplus but
somehow they are very frightened
about giving some of it back to the
citizens of the United States. I know
Senator CONRAD has a tax plan also. He
is on the Finance Committee.

But I submit, if we were to adopt his
amendment, any realistic change in
the marriage tax penalty over the next
5 years to make it more fair, so mil-
lions of newlyweds will not come into
April finding out they are paying an
average of $1,400 a year more in taxes
because they are married than they
would if they were single, filing sepa-
rately—we think that will cost, over 5
years, somewhere between $60 billion
and $65 billion.

There is some education tax relief
that has passed with rather substantial
margins. That is about $8 billion. There
is health care tax relief that is about
$13 billion.

That leaves small business provisions
for which both sides have voted. They
are very good provisions for small busi-
nessmen, such as one that says anyone
who works for an employer that does
not have insurance, if they buy their
insurance as an employee, they can de-
duct it. Isn’t that something? I assume
Americans thought that was the case
already. But unless your employer de-
ducts it, employees cannot. So two peo-
ple working for different employers,
neither of whom has health care, if
they pool their resources and buy a
health care plan for themselves and
one child, they cannot deduct a nickel
of it.

But there is some relief we propose
here on the floor of the Senate that
ought to get done, and a number of
small business provisions.

The minimum for those kinds of re-
forms is somewhere between $100 bil-
lion and $130 billion. We are led to be-
lieve we are going to grant all kinds of
tax relief to the rich people of Amer-
ica, when the plan encompasses these
ideas because that is what we have
been talking about. That is what the
Finance Committee is going to con-
sider.

If you take that much of the surplus
and say, we are going to put that much
more on debt, you cannot accommo-
date these kinds of tax relief measures.

Last but not least, I repeat, how
much debt reduction is enough?

Frankly, I would like to get rid of
the whole debt. But we accumulated it
over 30 years. How in the world we ex-
pect one generation of Americans to
pay that whole debt down is beyond
me. I think the $400 billion we have al-
ready done plus the $1.1 trillion in this
budget resolution in the reduction of
debt is pretty good.

As a matter of fact, I think we will
substantially reduce interest pay-
ments. That ought to permit lower in-
terest rates in this country. Although
Dr. Alan Greenspan insists on raising
interest rates to solve other problems,
maybe it will not have an impact for
some time.
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I reserve the remainder of my time

and yield the floor.
Mr. REID. Senator KENNEDY is now

recognized for 4 minutes, with the
Chair’s permission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 31⁄2 minutes of the 4 minutes.

I think this chart really tells what is
happening in the area of the Federal
share of education funding. It dem-
onstrates the very significant decline
from 1980 to 1999.

The blue on the chart indicates what
was being spent in elementary and sec-
ondary education in 1980. Here we see it
was 11.9 percent in elementary and sec-
ondary education and 15.4 percent in
higher education. Now we are at 7.7
percent in elementary and secondary

education and 10.7 percent in the area
of higher education. There has been a
significant decline in terms of the
money that is being spent in education.

Look at what has happened in the
area of higher education, where you see
a continuing expansion of enrollment
in terms of higher education. And it is
going to continue. There is an impor-
tant need in the area of higher edu-
cation, as there is in K through 12. This
chart shows the enormous rise in the
total enrollment in schools all across
this country. Every parent, every
school board, every local group can tell
you that.

It is against that background that we
find in the President’s budget there
would be $6.9 billion. This increases $2.2
billion. That reflects the difference in
the Bingaman amendment. We say al-

locate that money before we are going
to have a tax break.

There was a question raised earlier
about whether this was an accurate
portrayal. I will put in the RECORD the
CBO figures, as prepared by OMB, that
give the whole function that lists edu-
cation, training, and the Head Start
programs. The bottom line shows there
is $4.7 billion less, according to CBO,
than the President’s budget. Those are
the figures. Those are the figures in the
Bingaman amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have that table printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FY 2001 SENATE BUDGET RESOLUTION
[Budget authority in billions of dollars]

CBO
WODI

Inflated
base

CBO
president SBC

SBC res minus CBO Percent change

WODI Inflated
base President WODI Inflated

base President

500: Education, Training, Employment, & Social Services:
Impact Aid .......................................................................................................................................................... 906 921 770 906 0 ¥15 138 0 ¥2 18
Special Education ............................................................................................................................................... 6,036 6,076 6,369 8,236 2,200 2,160 1,867 36 36 29
Other Elem and Second Education .................................................................................................................... 16,478 16,615 19,678 16,878 400 263 2,800 2 2 ¥14
Pell Grants .......................................................................................................................................................... 7,640 7,770 8,356 7,828 188 58 ¥528 2 1 ¥6
Head Start ........................................................................................................................................................... 3,867 3,933 4,867 4,122 255 189 ¥745 7 5 ¥15
All other programs:

Other higher education .............................................................................................................................. 3,687 3,750 4,136 3,521 ¥166 ¥229 ¥615 ¥5 ¥6 ¥15
Training and employment .......................................................................................................................... 7,248 7,334 7,851 6,921 ¥327 ¥413 ¥930 ¥5 ¥6 ¥12
Remaining programs ................................................................................................................................. 8,784 8,965 9,517 8,388 ¥296 ¥577 ¥1,129 ¥5 ¥6 ¥12

Subtotal, all other programs ................................................................................................................ 19,719 20,049 21,504 18,830 ¥889 ¥1,219 ¥2,674 ¥5 ¥6 ¥12

Total ................................................................................................................................................................ 54,646 55,364 61,544 56,800 2,154 1,436 ¥4,744 4 3 ¥8

Memo: Department of Education ................................................................................................................................. 35,498 35,900 39,983 39,998 4,500 4,098 15 13 11 0

550: Health:
NIH ...................................................................................................................................................................... 17,814 18,169 18,813 18,914 1,100 745 101 6 4 1
Indian Health Service ......................................................................................................................................... 2,391 2,457 2,620 2,620 229 163 0 10 7 0
All other programs:

CDC ............................................................................................................................................................ 2,892 2,962 3,239 2,745 ¥147 ¥217 ¥494 ¥5 ¥7 ¥15
HRSA .......................................................................................................................................................... 4,564 4,648 4,386 4,333 ¥231 ¥315 ¥53 ¥5 ¥7 ¥1
Substance abuse & med health serv ....................................................................................................... 2,652 2,699 2,823 2,518 ¥134 ¥181 ¥305 ¥5 ¥7 ¥11
Remaining programs ................................................................................................................................. 3,445 3,562 3,421 3,270 ¥175 ¥292 ¥151 ¥5 ¥8 ¥4

Subtotal, all other programs ................................................................................................................ 13,553 13,871 13,869 12,866 ¥687 ¥1,005 ¥1,003 ¥5 ¥7 ¥7

Total ................................................................................................................................................................ 33,758 34,497 35,302 34,400 642 ¥97 ¥902 2 ¥0 ¥3

570: Medicare:
Medicare Provider Fees ....................................................................................................................................... 0 0 ¥220 0 0 0 220 NA NA ¥100
All other .............................................................................................................................................................. 3,067 3,175 3,197 3,100 33 ¥75 ¥97 1 ¥2 ¥3

Total ................................................................................................................................................................ 3,067 3,175 2,977 3,100 33 ¥75 123 1 ¥2 4

Based on CBO estimates. The Republican Budget Resolution is $4.7 billion below the President’s budget.

Mr. KENNEDY. We believe we ought
to accept the Bingaman amendment if
we believe education is the first pri-
ority. This is supported by every single
parent group. It is supported by all of
the student associations across the
country, the NEA, the AFT, the na-
tional school boards, the Council of
Great City Schools, and the American
Council on Education that represents
all of the various universities in this
country.

This makes sense. Which is impor-
tant for the American people? Putting
education ahead of tax breaks. That is
what the Bingaman amendment does.
We need that in order to meet our re-
sponsibility to the children in this
country. I hope the Senate will accept
the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
use 3 minutes of it.

I say to Senator KENNEDY, I am not
arguing with your CBO or OMB num-
bers. I could not tell which it was. You
said CBO and then said OMB. I do not
know which it is.

Look, I am not arguing about that
because that is a total function. That
is not education. There are other
things than education in that function.

Here is the education part. I will put
in the RECORD what is in this budget
resolution because it is supported by
the Congressional Budget Office.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have that table printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION—SBC 2000 MARK VS. CBO
WODI 2000 VS. PRES REEST 2000

[In millions of dollars]

Summary 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

REPORT TOTAL
Resolution: BA ....... 34,935 47,877 48,043 48,138 48,423 49,321
MARK:

OP ...................... 24,075 23,191 ............ ............ ............ ............
OT ...................... 35,988 41,117 44,506 47,001 47,622 48,367

Mar 2000: BA ........ 34,934 43,384 43,550 43,186 42,776 43,041
WODI:

OP ...................... 24,075 23,191 ............ ............ ............ ............
OT ...................... 35,987 41,050 42,791 43,243 42,804 42,848

President: BA ......... 34,444 47,228 47,434 47,668 48,188 49,099
REEST:

OP ...................... 24,075 23,191 ............ ............ ............ ............
OT ...................... 35,532 40,840 44,955 46,475 47,134 47,957

Group 1: BA ........... 1 4,493 4,493 4,952 5,647 6,280
Group 2:

OP ...................... 0 0 ............ ............ ............ ............
OT ...................... 1 67 1,715 3,758 4,,818 5,519
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Mr. DOMENICI. If we are speaking

about education—not AmeriCorps; that
is not part of education; some might
think it is, but it isn’t—according to
the CBO, our budget resolution pro-
vides $47.877 billion for education. The
President had $47.228—slightly less,
$600 million less. What we are spending
this year is 43.3.

To get up and say all these groups
support this—of course, if we ask them,
do you want more money, they will
say, of course, we want more money.
Right? I don’t think anybody in the
education field, whether it is at the
State level, the district level, or the
national level will not affirmatively
answer a questionnaire, will you sup-
port more money for education?

The question is, Are we treating it
with the priority that it deserves in
this budget? There are two parts to
ours. One is the sense-of-the-Senate
language that says we need reform in
education, not only more money. We
don’t need to try the same old things
we have been trying, the so-called sta-
tus quo, more targeted programs tell-
ing them precisely what to do, such as
we did with special education. Then we
didn’t even fund special education to
the amount we promised them, and
they had to take it out of their regular
budgets. We set the standard and we
told them how to do it. I guarantee
you, they would say, give us more
funding in that program. They would
answer yes across America. And we do
provide more funding. In fact, since the
Republicans have been in leadership,
we have been trying to play some
catchup on special education funding
for the schools across America.

Everyone should know our history
has been for many decades, the cities,
the States, and the counties pay for
education essentially, not the Federal
Government. So to make this out as a
debate on what happens to public edu-
cation in America is to ignore the fact
that for most of our history we have
paid between 6.5 and 8 percent of the
total cost of kindergarten through 12,
somewhere between 6.5 and maybe 8.5
percent. The rest is paid by whom? The
taxpayers of the sovereign States of
America.

We are suggesting that a new pro-
gram ought to come into being where
they have more say-so, rather than
less, about how our money is used,
more flexibility and accountability. We
have both suggestions in our budget
resolution.

I will take 1 additional minute. In
every function in this Government,
even the Economic Development Ad-
ministration, where we understand
there are 334 different activities in the
Federal Government, they want more,
not less. In a buoyant economy, grow-
ing with less than 5-percent unemploy-
ment, America putting money into eco-
nomic development so people can run
around acting as if they are creating
jobs, of course they want more money.
But the point is, don’t the American
taxpayers in a surplus of this size de-

serve some consideration? Shouldn’t
they be given an opportunity to say
maybe we ought to get a little tax re-
lief such as the marriage tax penalty.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. I will respond briefly

to my colleague from New Mexico on
the question of our plan and what it
can accommodate and what it can’t. I
start by saying I have great respect for
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee.

With respect to the marriage tax pen-
alty, we do have sufficient resources to
address the marriage tax penalty. The
tax cuts we have provided out of the
non-Social Security surplus are net tax
reductions of $265 billion over 10 years.
The plan we offered to address the mar-
riage tax penalty in the Senate Fi-
nance Committee costs $150 billion. It
is a very simple plan. It says we are
going to give people the choice of filing
as a married couple or filing sepa-
rately. They can file and pay whichever
is less.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from Massachusetts has
1 minute.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I say
to my friend and colleague, who is
chairman of the Budget Committee,
money may not be the answer to all of
the problems. Just throwing money at
a particular problem isn’t going to be
all of the answer. But we do know that
in the budget, this allocation is a clear
indication of what a nation’s priorities
are going to be. That is the decision we
are making. We say we ought to give a
higher priority in the area of education
than we should in tax cuts. That is
what the Bingaman amendment is
doing, and that is why I believe we
should support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). The Senator from New
Mexico has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is
very interesting; the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts says this
is going to show our priorities. We have
more than the President of the United
States in education. So one would
think that he would have more money
available for tax reduction. But guess
what. He found there are a lot of other
priorities. So he has a 14-percent in-
crease in domestic programs, all with
high priorities equivalent to edu-
cation—increase them all. Actually, in
truth, the difference is, do you want to
spend more money on the domestic
programs of America, even though we
are increasing education more than the
President, do you want to spend more
and not even give the taxpayers a shot
as to whether or not they should get
some tax relief via the marriage tax
penalty, some small business help and
those kinds of things?

That is essentially the difference in
priorities. We think ours are very good
priorities. There is a lot of money in
here for education. To the extent the

Federal Government can be helpful, I
believe we will be helpful.

AMENDMENT NO. 2926

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
on this amendment has expired. There
are 4 minutes evenly divided on the
Bingaman amendment. Who yields
time?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I will
use the 2 minutes we have to summa-
rize the amendment.

I agree with Senator KENNEDY from
Massachusetts that this is a simple
choice we have to make. Is there going
to be a reduction in the amount of the
tax cut? The proposed tax cut is the
largest on the Senate floor with which
I am familiar. And the proposal is to
reduce that tax cut by about 15 percent
and commit 15 percent of those reve-
nues to improvements in education.

The argument is that the underlying
budget resolution has $1 billion for
IDEA, which we support. Our amend-
ment has that, too. There is no dif-
ference on that issue.

The argument is that their budget
resolution asks for more than the
President’s proposal. The truth is,
their budget resolution says that of the
increase in education, $2.3 billion of it
needs to be spent on a so-called per-
formance bonus fund. It is committed
to that. It is dedicated to that. It can’t
be spent for 5 years. So no school is
going to see any benefit from that. If
you take that out, there is a cut in
education in the budget resolution on
which we are voting.

Our amendment tries to restore those
funds and get the funds up to the level
in the programs that have been proven
to work, programs that matter to peo-
ple all over this country. We believe
those programs should be adequately
funded: programs to improve the qual-
ity of teachers in the classroom, pro-
grams to modernize our schools, pro-
grams to increase accountability for
the expenditure of funds, particularly
title I funds, programs for after school.
Those are the types of programs we are
trying to see are adequately funded.

We do not believe those programs
should suffer in order that we create a
new mandatory performance bonus.
That is the issue before us today.

I hope Members will support the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is
not often that we are on the floor in
this mode, where I am opposing my
junior Senator’s request. On this one, I
am in opposition and will shortly move
to table.

I suggest the Congress of the United
States is going to have an opportunity
before the year is out to vote on a new
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. That act, as passed, plus the ap-
propriations decisions made by Senator
SPECTER and his Democratic minority
member, approved by the appropria-
tions in the Senate, will determine
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where the specific money goes—not
what we are saying on the floor that we
assume is in our number.

I believe we are going to reform the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, and it is not going to be filled
with targeted programs as it is now, or
at least the States will have an option
to do otherwise, to approach this from
‘‘we will receive the money, we will
sign an accountability agreement, and
let us decide where our priorities are.’’

One shoe doesn’t fit every school dis-
trict in America in terms of aid. In
fact, sometimes we tell them to do the
things they don’t want to do.

I don’t believe this is a debate over
the enumerated tools Senator Binga-
man says he is adding. The issue is, are
we adding as much as the President to
a budget of last year, which was $43 bil-
lion. The answer is, yes, we are. We are
going to decide, as the Senate and
House, how it is spent. We are not de-
ciding that tonight, whether the Binga-
man amendment is adopted or not; It is
going to be up to another series of
votes.

I don’t know whether we are going to
fund the programs that he thinks are
great programs. Somebody else is going
to decide that. We are doing as much as
the President in program authority; of
that, I am confident.

With that, I move to table the Binga-
man amendment and ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The question is on agreeing to the

motion to table the amendment of the
Senator from New Mexico. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 46, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 54 Leg.]

YEAS—54

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Fitzgerald

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain

McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—46

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Byrd
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Conrad

Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson

Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Moynihan

Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb

Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Torricelli

Wellstone
Wyden

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider

the vote.
Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous

consent that the next two votes be 10-
minute rollcall votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is in
order.

AMENDMENT NO. 2935 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2906

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time on the Conrad amendment?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, my sec-
ond-degree amendment is very simple.
Instead of using $150 billion for a tax
cut over the next 5 years, we take half
of that money and dedicate it to fur-
ther debt reduction. Every economist
who has come before the Finance Com-
mittee and the Budget Committee has
said the highest priority is to pay down
the debt.

The question is, What do we do to
best secure a continuing economic ex-
pansion in our country? Every econo-
mist who has come before the Budget
Committee and the Finance Com-
mittee, as well as the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve, has said the highest
priority is to continue to pay down this
debt. We take half of the proposed tax
cut and use it for further debt reduc-
tion. That ought to be our priority.
That is what this amendment does.

I hope my colleagues will support the
second-degree amendment and oppose
the underlying Allard amendment
which defines a balanced budget as one
that raids Social Security. Let’s not go
back to the bad old days. Let’s pay
down the debt.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I will
be very brief. I will shortly move to
table the amendment. I want to show
you a chart that simply depicts the dif-
ference in priorities between the two
sides. Alan Greenspan suggested we
should put our surplus against the
debt, unless we intend to spend it, in
which event we should reduce or re-
form or give relief to the taxpayer. A
big difference between the two is exem-
plified by this. They would give 4 per-
cent of the surplus to the taxpayers.

The difference is very easily de-
picted. They give 4 percent of the sur-
plus to tax relief for the American tax-
payer; we would give 11 percent. They
would spend 22 percent of the surplus;
we would spend 17 percent.

That explains it. Alan Greenspan
suggests instead of spending money, we
ought to give it back to the taxpayers.
That is what we are doing—but a very
small amount. As a matter of fact, $150
billion over 5 years, if we pass it,
means $13 goes to debt reduction for $1
in tax relief in the first year; 8–1 over
the 5 years.

How much is enough? It seems to me
the taxpayer deserves a little bit of it.

We shouldn’t be spending it. We should
give it back to them.

I move to table the amendment. Mr.
President, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The question is on agreeing to the

motion to table amendment No. 2935.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SMITH of Oregon). Are there any other
Senators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 55 Leg.]
YEAS—52

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Fitzgerald
Frist

Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell
Murkowski

Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—48

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Byrd
Chafee, L.
Cleland
Collins
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan

Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
McCain
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Specter
Wellstone
Wyden

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote.
Mr. BOND. I move to lay that motion

on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2906

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be 2 minutes debate evenly divided
preceding the vote on the Allard
amendment.

Who yields time? The Senator from
Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I speak
in behalf of the amendment. We are
going through unprecedented good
times. We ought to take advantage of
this time and put in place a plan to pay
down the debt. We do not have a plan
to pay down the debt, and my amend-
ment lays in place a 20-year plan to
completely eliminate the debt.

By doing that, we save over $3 tril-
lion in interest payments, and we also
do not eliminate the opportunity to re-
duce taxes. In fact, I believe repaying
the debt is the first step necessary in
providing the structure to make fur-
ther tax cuts. Repayment of the debt
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owed to the public by requiring all So-
cial Security surpluses be applied to
the debt until we have Social Security
reform is the proper approach. This is a
minimal plan in paying down the debt.
It will probably do more because the
Social Security surplus will also go to-
wards paying down the public debt.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. First of all, Mr.
President, I am sure this amendment
violates the Budget Act because it is
not germane. I will make that point of
order shortly.

But I am afraid that if we adopted
this amendment, it could, over time,
preclude the kind of defense spending
we need and the kind of tax relief in
which we might be interested. I believe
we are doing plenty to reduce the debt
in this budget resolution: $177 billion in
the first year, $1.1 trillion over 5 years.
The ratio of tax relief to debt reduc-
tion, over 5 years, is 8 to 1. In the first
year, it is 13 to 1. That is a pretty good
game plan.

Mr. President, I make a point of
order that this is not germane to the
provisions of the budget resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Budget Act, I
move to waive section 305 of the Budg-
et Act for the consideration of Allard
amendment No. 2906 and ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.
The question is on agreeing to the

motion to waive the Budget Act in re-
lation to Allard amendment No. 2906.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 16,
nays 84, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 56 Leg.]

YEAS—16

Allard
Ashcroft
Campbell
Collins
Craig
Crapo

Enzi
Fitzgerald
Grams
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe

McCain
Smith (NH)
Thomas
Voinovich

NAYS—84

Abraham
Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Chafee, Lincoln
Cleland
Cochran
Conrad
Coverdell
Daschle

DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords

Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles

Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum

Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter

Stevens
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 16, the nays are 84.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.
The point of order is sustained and the
amendment falls.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that with respect
to the Byrd-Warner amendment regard-
ing gas tax, all debate time be con-
sumed this evening and there be no
amendment in order to the amendment
prior to the vote. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the vote occur on
the Byrd-Warner amendment first in
any series of votes scheduled by the
majority leader, after consultation
with the minority leader, on Thursday.
Finally, I ask unanimous consent that
prior to the vote, there be 2 minutes
equally divided for closing remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from West Virginia.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will

shortly be speaking on an amendment
which I will offer on behalf of myself,
Mr. WARNER, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
VOINOVICH, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. BOND,
and Mr. REID.

Mr. President, I understand that the
Senator from Maine would like to be
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. COLLINS. Yes, for 5 minutes as
in morning business to put in a bill.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may yield to the
distinguished Senator from Maine, Ms.
COLLINS, for not to exceed 5 minutes,
after which I will regain the floor.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I won’t object, but I want ev-
erybody to know that there will be no
more unanimous consents for morning
business today or tomorrow as long as
I am on the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. We don’t need to
have morning business. Let’s let her
speak and count it against the bill.
That is what you would like, and I
would like that also.

Mr. REID. That will be better.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Maine is recog-

nized for 5 minutes.
(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS and Mr.

ABRAHAM pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 2365 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if the Senator from West Virginia
will add me as a cosponsor.

Mr. BYRD. I would be happy and
most honored.

I ask unanimous consent that the
name of Mr. DOMENICI be added to the
list of cosponsors of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2943

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
BYRD], for himself, Mr. WARNER, Mr. BAUCUS,
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. BOND,
Mr. REID, and Mr. DOMENICI, proposes an
amendment numbered 2943.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CONTIN-
UED USE OF FEDERAL FUEL TAXES
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AND RE-
HABILITATION OF OUR NATION’S
HIGHWAYS, BRIDGES, AND TRANSIT
SYSTEMS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) current law, as stipulated in the Trans-

portation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA–21), requires all federal gasoline taxes
be deposited into the Highway Trust Fund;

(2) current law, as stipulated in TEA–21,
guarantees that all such deposits to the
Highway Trust Fund are spend in full on the
construction and rehabilitation of our na-
tion’s highways, bridges, and transit sys-
tems;

(3) the funding guarantees contained in
TEA–21 are essential to the ability of the na-
tion’s governors, highway commissioners,
and transit providers to address the growing
backlog of critical transportation invest-
ments in order to stem the deterioration of
our road and transit systems, improve the
safety of our highways, and reduce the
growth of congestion that is choking off eco-
nomic growth in communities across the na-
tion;

(4) any effort to reduce the federal gasoline
tax or de-link the relationship between high-
way user fees and highway spending pose a
great danger to the integrity of the Highway
Trust Fund and the ability of the states to
invest adequately in our transportation in-
frastructure; and

(5) proposals to reduce the federal gasoline
tax threaten to endanger the spending levels
guaranteed in TEA–21 while providing no
guarantee that consumers will experience
any reduction in price at the gas pump.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals in
this budget resolution do not assume the re-
duction of any federal gasoline taxes on ei-
ther a temporary or permanent basis.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, this is a
sense-of-the-Senate amendment that
the functional totals in this budget res-
olution do not assume the reduction of
any Federal gasoline taxes on either a
temporary or permanent basis.

Mr. President, in 1996, just four years
ago, the Senate considered a proposal
to repeal the 4.3 cent per gallon federal
excise tax on gasoline. As I recall, the
issue was debated in the midst of the
1996 presidential election, as gasoline
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prices were on the rise. Today, we are
considering a similar proposal under
almost identical circumstances. Amer-
ican consumers are understandably
upset about the rise of gasoline prices
over the last year. In February 1999, av-
erage U.S. prices were under a dollar
per gallon. Since then, the average
price for gasoline in the United States
has increased by about 55 cents per gal-
lon. To make matters worse, the U.S.
government has had to go hat-in-hand
to the Gulf nations to beg them to
produce more oil. Let us all remember
that these are the very same Gulf
states that the U.S. defended during
Operation Desert Storm in 1991. In an-
swer to the outrage of the American
people over this latest hike in gas
prices, we see, yet again, a proposal for
a reduction in the federal excise tax on
gasoline.

The repeal of any tax, particularly a
tax on gasoline, is always politically
popular, and quite a temptation for
politicians, especially in the midst of a
campaign season. Additionally, the
temptation to remind the electorate of
a tax increase approved by a political
opponent is close to irresistible in an
election year. However, in our rush to
craft a pseudo-solution to a real con-
cern in this election year, I hope that
the Senate will carefully consider the
long-term implications of its actions.
To suggest that the 4.3 cent per gallon
gasoline tax enacted in 1993 is the pre-
cursor of all this pain at the gas pump,
and that the cure for that pain is a
simple repeal of that tax, is pure and
utter folly.

A look at the markets over recent
months shows that gasoline prices have
risen because of the basic economic
forces of supply and demand. First, the
Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries (OPEC) successfully agreed
last year to curb crude-oil production
in order to raise exceptionally low per-
barrel prices—such low per-barrel
prices that U.S. producers were in dan-
ger of being put out of business. Sec-
ond, U.S. crude-oil inventories were al-
lowed to fall to dangerously low levels
in 1999. Because there was no cushion
from U.S. inventories to respond to the
cuts in oil production, gasoline prices,
naturally, increased. What we are see-
ing is classic supply and demand at
work.

OPEC agreed last week to increase
oil production, but that oil will not ar-
rive from the Gulf states for at least
another one to two months. In the
meantime, there is a more or less fixed
supply of oil available for U.S. con-
sumption. This short-supply scenario
means that even if the excise tax were
repealed, gasoline prices would likely
increase again, reflecting, guess what,
the classic lack of equilibrium between
supply and demand. In other words,
there is no getting around the basic te-
nets of the problem, which are OPEC’s
cutbacks on production and low U.S.
crude-oil inventories.

Yet, some of my colleagues would
have the American consumer believe

that this tax cut proposal will effect a
miracle cure. Faith in snake oil never
seems to diminish in the Halls of Con-
gress. They argue that we can get
around the laws of supply and demand
altogether by simply reducing the gas
tax. I, for one, am doubtful that con-
sumers would significantly benefit
from this latest attempt to treat a se-
rious malady with a political placebo.

As I have said, over the past few
months, gasoline prices on average
have risen by about 55 cents per gallon
across the nation. S. 2285, would roll
back the price of gasoline to the Amer-
ican consumer by only 4 cents, and
only until the end of this calendar
year. If average U.S. prices increase to
two dollars per gallon, this proposal
would repeal the entire excise tax for
this calendar year, which is still a re-
duction of only 18 cents per gallon. As-
suming that these prices actually filter
down to the consumer—a rather large
leap of faith—how significant a dif-
ference will a 4 cent decrease be com-
pared to a 55 cent increase in gasoline
prices? Likewise, if prices reach as high
as two dollars per gallon, will 18 cents
make a noticeable difference in the av-
erage consumer’s weekly expenses?

As I mentioned before, supporters of
the proposal to repeal a portion of the
gas tax assume that the tax decrease
would filter down to the consumer. But
there is no guarantee that any savings
whatsoever will be passed on to the
consumer. Since this proposal does not
address the low supply of oil in the
United States, the benefits of the tax
cut are likely to flow to the coffers of
the domestic oil-refinery industry, not
to the pockets of the consumer. As I
mentioned before, even though refin-
eries would be paying less in taxes to
the federal government, lower prices at
the pump would drive up demand for
gas, further reducing supply and in-
creasing the price for the remaining
scarce gasoline. Until oil supplies in
the United States increase, gasoline
will continue to be scarce and prices at
the pump will continue to climb, re-
gardless of whether or not the federal
excise tax is reduced.

OPEC is also more likely to benefit
from this proposal than the American
consumer. Let us consider this pro-
posal from OPEC’s point of view for a
moment. Gasoline prices can only rise
so high before American demand begins
to wane. Decreased demand means
lower profits for OPEC, which is why
OPEC agreed to increase oil production
last week in Vienna. Stable prices are
in the long-term interest of OPEC. This
tax repeal proposal, however, would re-
move the incentive for OPEC to main-
tain stable oil prices. If the Congress
chooses to cut the gasoline tax to re-
duce gasoline prices, it would effec-
tively allow OPEC to maintain artifi-
cially low production quotas, and thus
support artificially high prices, with-
out suffering from the decrease in oil
demand that the free market would
otherwise dictate. A reduction in the
gas tax removes the economic incen-

tive for OPEC to keep oil production in
equilibrium with demand.

Mr. President, the economics of this
proposal notwithstanding, it is also im-
portant to consider the impact it would
have on transportation spending, since
the excise tax revenues are intended to
be reserved for maintaining and im-
proving the Nation’s highways. Spring
is here, and on highways and roadways
across the Nation, spring is an event
marked by the thump and rumble of
tires hitting potholes and crumbling
medians.

Mr. President, just three years ago,
the Senate considered the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century,
or TEA–21. At that time, the Senate
debated at length the appropriate
mechanism to finance the needs of our
Nation’s infrastructure. I, along with
many of my colleagues, was deter-
mined to reverse the trend begun in the
early 1980’s of federal disinvestment in
our Nation’s infrastructure. During the
debate on TEA–21, I, along with my
colleagues Senator GRAMM, Senator
BAUCUS, and Senator WARNER, cham-
pioned an amendment that would allow
the revenue from the 4.3 cent gas tax
imposed in 1993 to be used for highway
construction. Just the year before,
Senator GRAMM had succeeded in see-
ing to it that the 4.3 cent tax was de-
posited into the Highway Trust Fund.
The Byrd-Gramm-Baucus-Warner
amendment during TEA–21 was to en-
sure that the new revenue to the Trust
Fund would, indeed, be spent on high-
ways as it was intended, and as we in-
formed the American people it would
be.

Mr. President, our amendment gath-
ered no fewer than 54 cosponsors on a
broad bipartisan basis—29 Democrats
and 25 Republicans. The entire debate
on the highway bill was characterized
by bipartisanship. Back then, we heard
talk about all the highway needs that
were going unmet across our Nation
and how the revenue of the 4.3 cent gas
tax could help address those needs.

Indeed, during the debate on TEA–21,
an amendment was offered to repeal
the 4.3 cent gas tax. By a vote of 80 to
18, the Senate refused—refused!—to
waive the Budget Act to consider that
amendment. Senator MACK’s proposal
was appropriately rejected by the over-
whelming majority of Republicans and
the overwhelming majority of Demo-
crats. On that day, March 11, 1998, the
4.3 cent tax was the difference between
a highway bill that continued the sta-
tus quo of disinvestment and a high-
way bill that made real progress in re-
pairing our deteriorated highways.
With the adoption of the Byrd-Gramm-
Baucus-Warner amendment, the final
highway bill that passed the Senate
two days later was almost $26 billion
larger than the bill reported by the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee. And that $26 billion figure was
derived directly from the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s estimate at that
time of the expected revenue of the 4.3
cent gas tax.
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Mr. President, I have offered an

amendment to the budget resolution,
on behalf of several of my colleagues
whose names I mentioned earlier,
which states that it is the sense of the
Senate that the Federal gas tax should
not be repealed on either a temporary
or a permanent basis. I am pleased to
be joined in that amendment by five
distinguished members of the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works; namely, Senators WARNER,
BAUCUS, VOINOVICH, LAUTENBERG, and
BOND; and, in addition, Senators REID
and DOMENICI.

This amendment provides the Senate
an opportunity to vote, up or down, on
the continued integrity of the Highway
Trust Fund and the relative impor-
tance of infrastructure investment
versus a short-term tax cut that may
never be felt by the consumer.

The recent effort to repeal a portion
of the gas tax attempts to create a po-
litical issue where there really should
be none. Thankfully, Republican Sen-
ators like JOHN WARNER, GEORGE
VOINOVICH, KIT BOND, and PETE DOMEN-
ICI are not being baited by the hook of
this foray into election year politics.
Nor are senior House Members, includ-
ing members of the House Republican
Leadership, such as RICHARD ARMEY,
J.C. WATTS, and House Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee Chair-
man BUD SHUSTER. The nation’s gov-
ernors, the nation’s mayors, the state
legislatures, and the nation’s county
executives are not going for the bait ei-
ther. The national associations rep-
resenting all those elected officials,
both Democrats and Republicans, are
all opposed to efforts to repeal the gas
tax. So is the ‘‘Triple A’’ whose sole re-
sponsibility is to the driving public
that is paying the higher gas prices at
the pump every day. So is the Associa-
tion of General Contractors, the Amer-
ican Road and Transportation Builders
Association, the American Public
Transit Association, and scores of
other groups.

For those of my colleagues who wish
to portray this issue as a political one,
let me remind them that less than a
decade ago, a bill to raise gas taxes for
deficit reduction was signed into law
by George Bush—that is, with George
Herbert Walker Bush. I was there at
Andrews Air Force Base, across the
table from OMB Director Richard
Darman and White House Chief of Staff
John Sununu. It was at that summit
where a 5-cent gas tax increase was
first discussed. I did not participate in
the final negotiations over the revenue
measures in that agreement since they
were handled by the Chairmen of the
Finance and Ways and Means Commit-
tees and their Ranking Members. At
the end of those negotiations, the Bush
Administration was supportive of rais-
ing the gas tax by 5 cents—with 21⁄2
cents being deposited into the Highway
Trust Fund and 21⁄2 cents going to def-
icit reduction. So it was the Bush/
Quayle Administration that first laid
the groundwork for using gas taxes for

deficit reduction in 1990. Thankfully,
today, every penny of the federal gas
tax is deposited in the Highway Trust
Fund and spent on transportation in-
vestments across the nation.

Mr. President, S. 2285, as introduced
by the Majority Leader, proposes to re-
peal 4.3 cents of the 18.4-cent federal
gasoline tax. Since every penny of the
gas tax is now distributed to the states
in the form of annual obligations from
the Highway Trust Fund, that repeal
will put at risk more than $7.1 billion
in transportation funding beginning in
2002. Now, $7.1 billion will fill a lot of
potholes and fix a lot of crumbling
roadways. Under this bill, if the aver-
age price of gasoline reaches $2 or high-
er, then the entire 18.4-cent federal gas
tax will be repealed, putting more than
$30 billion in transportation funding at
risk.

Additionally, there is some very
unique language in S. 2285 that seeks
to mandate that spending from the
Highway Trust Fund be maintained at
the levels authorized in TEA–21, not-
withstanding the fact that this bill will
keep revenue from coming into the
Trust Fund. Does anyone truly believe
that this is a workable approach? The
Chairman of Surface Transportation
Subcommittee, Senator VOINOVICH,
clearly does not. Senator WARNER and
Senator BAUCUS, who joined me in re-
storing the ‘‘trust’’ to the Highway
Trust Fund, certainly do not. I implore
all Members on both sides of the aisle
to join us in rejecting a plan which will
compromise that trust which would
take the ‘‘trust’’ out of the Highway
Trust Fund.

Mr. President, our highway and tran-
sit infrastructure can ill afford to fore-
go several billion dollars in annual in-
vestment. Let me remind my col-
leagues that we have no reason to be
proud of the current condition of our
highways. According to the Depart-
ment of Transportation’s most recent
figures, the condition of our nation’s
highways and bridges continues to de-
teriorate by many measures. Daily
usage of our highway system has con-
tinued to grow each and every year,
such that more than half of our na-
tion’s urban interstate miles are now
perpetually congested—more than half!
Less than half of our rural highway
miles and less than half of our urban
highway miles are considered to be in
good or very good condition. That
means that more than half of our na-
tion’s highway miles are considered to
be at some level of disrepair. So when
you look at the condition of our na-
tion’s highway bridges, the situation is
no better. Roughly one-third of our
urban highway bridges are either struc-
turally or functionally deficient. The
same is true for roughly one-quarter of
our rural highway bridges. This is not
just a matter of insufficient capacity.
This is a matter of safety. The Senate
must not turn its back to these trou-
bling facts.

It is quite appropriate that we are de-
bating this issue as part of the budget

resolution. Indeed, the Committee re-
port accompanying the budget resolu-
tion parrots the assumptions contained
in S. 2285. The report states that ‘‘as
part of a five year, $150 billion tax re-
duction package, the Committee-re-
ported resolution could accommodate a
suspension or repeal of the Clinton/
Gore 4.3 cent tax increase on fuel.’’ Mr.
President, I believe we have reached
the point where we must ask the Sen-
ate where it stands on just this ques-
tion. This amendment provides that
opportunity.

This is an election year. I understand
that this proposal is being presented to
the Congress for reasons which just
might have very little to do with sound
fiscal policy. The American people are
not foolish. They will realize that this
bill would have an unfortunate effect
on transportation spending. They will
not thank us for handing them more of
the congested, crumbling commuter
routes they must already deal with
every day. Likewise, they will realize
that such a short-term fix does nothing
to address the underlying problem of
high gas prices—namely OPEC and the
lack of a national energy policy to pro-
tect the United States against the roll-
er coaster ride of gasoline price adjust-
ments. I urge my colleagues to reject
this voodoo chant remedy. We might as
well hire a witch doctor to shake a
tambourine over the heads of the OPEC
states as adopt this approach. Our en-
ergy problems demand serious rem-
edies, not pseudo-solutions. Vote
against this bill for the people, the
commuters, the truck drivers and the
ambulance and bus drivers, of America.
We need a serious look at the totality
of our national energy policy, not a
quick fix non-remedy that will only re-
sult in more broken promises and bro-
ken pavement for the American driving
public.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that statements in support of this
amendment from the following organi-
zations be printed in the RECORD: The
Associated General Contractors of
America, the National Association of
Counties, the National Asphalt Pave-
ment Association, the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway and Trans-
portation Officials, the American Pub-
lic Transportation Association, the Na-
tional Association of Regional Coun-
cils, the American Consulting Engi-
neers Council, and the American Port-
land Cement Alliance.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL
CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA,

Alexandria, VA, April 5, 2000.
Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: The Associated Gen-
eral Contractors of America (AGC) strongly
urges you to support the Byrd-Warner-Bau-
cus-Voinovich-Lautenberg-Bond Sense of the
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Senate Amendment to the Budget Resolu-
tion. The amendment emphasizes the impor-
tance of maintaining the link between high-
way user fees and highway spending, and op-
poses any reduction of any federal gasoline
taxes on either a temporary or permanent
basis.

Any reduction or suspension of the federal
gasoline tax threatens to erode the spending
levels guaranteed in the Transportation Eq-
uity Act for the 21st Century (TEA–21).
Moreover, the reduction in gasoline taxes
provides no guarantee that consumers will
experience any reduction in the price at the
pump.

The United States Senate has consistently
opposed repealing the 4.3-cent gas tax. In
1998, 72 sitting Senators voted against repeal
of the 4.3-cent gas tax. The next day, the en-
tire Senate voted to spend the 4.3 cents for
highway and transit improvements. AGC
urges you to keep your promises—don’t flip-
flop on this highway user fee.

AGC urges you to vote for the Byrd-War-
ner-Baucus-Voinovich-Lautenberg-Bond
Sense of the Senate Amendment to the
Budget Resolution.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY D. SHOAF,

Executive Director,
Congressional Relations.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES,
Washington DC, April 5, 2000.

Re 4.3 cents Federal fuel tax/FY 2001 budget
resolution

DEAR SENATOR: I am writing on behalf of
the National Association of Counties (NACo)
to urge that you support the Byrd-Warner-
Baucus-Voinovich-Lautenberg-Bond Sense of
the Senate Resolution for the continued use
of federal fuel taxes for the construction and
rehabilitation of our nation’s highways,
bridges, and transit systems which is being
offered as an amendment to the FY 2001
Budget Resolution. This resolution conforms
with NACo’s opposition to any legislative
proposals that would interfere or interrupt
the current level of transportation user fees
being collected which provide dedicated fed-
eral funding for transportation programs.

At our recent Legislative Conference,
NACo adopted a resolution that opposes any
legislation that reduces monies coming into
the Highway Trust Fund. County govern-
ments, which have substantial responsibility
for highways, bridges, transit systems, and
airports, cannot afford cuts in federal trans-
portation infrastructure funding such as the
4.3 cents reduction proposed in the Budget
Resolution. The 4.3 cents tax on gasoline and
diesel brings in $7.2 billion annually to the
Highway Trust Fund—$5.8 billion for high-
ways and $1.4 billion for transit. According
to the U.S. Department of Transportation, if
the 4.3 cents were repealed, the highway pro-
gram would be cut by $20.5 billion through
FY 2003, the final year of TEA–21. The Mass
Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund
would go broke in 2003. The aviation pro-
gram, just reauthorized by Congress, would
lose $700 million a year, or $2.1 billion
through FY 2003.

On behalf of the nation’s 3066 counties, I
urge you to support the Byrd-Warner-Bau-
cus-Voinovich-Lautenberg-Bond Resolution.
Thank you for your consideration in this
matter. If you have any questions con-
cerning our views on this issue, please con-
tact Bob Fogel of the NACo staff.

Sincerely,
C. VERNON GRAY,

President.

NATIONAL ASPHALT
PAVEMENT ASSOCIATION,

Lanham, MD, April 5, 2000.
Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: The National Asphalt
Pavement Association (NAPA) strongly sup-
ports the Byrd-Warner-Baucus-Voinovich-
Bond amendment to the FY 2001 budget reso-
lution clarifying that Federal fuel taxes are
intended to be used for construction of our
nations highways, bridges. Furthermore, the
amendment clarifies that the FY 2001 budget
resolution does not assume the reduction of
federal gasoline taxes on a temporary or per-
manent basis.

Repeal of the 4.3¢ would have a cata-
strophic impact on the highway construction
industry including the members of NAPA,
and delay—perhaps for years—badly needed
highway infrastructure improvement
projects that save lives, reduce congestion
and improve fuel economy.

There is a direct correlation between pave-
ment smoothness and fuel economy accord-
ing to research recently completed at
WesTrack for the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration under the auspices of the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program. Ac-
cording to the study, a vehicle’s average fuel
economy improved 4.5% after the pavement
was rehabilitated. In addition, the study
found that an increase in pavement rough-
ness increased the frequency of fatigue fail-
ures in the vehicles tested at the track.

If a cut in the fuel tax by 4.3¢ was enacted,
revenues in the Highway Trust Fund would
be reduced by $7 billion annually and delay
by one or more construction seasons high-
way projects that result in smoother pave-
ments. The short term gain in reducing the
excise tax on motor fuel by 4.3¢ is offset by
the additional 6.8¢ in additional costs a typ-
ical motorist pays on average to operate
their vehicles on rough pavements that are
not rehabilitated.

While the motoring public might experi-
ence a short-term benefit with a 4.3¢ reduc-
tion in the price of their fuel, the cost in
terms of increased fuel consumption, conges-
tion and safety to the motoring public will
quickly erase any benefit and set the high-
way pavement improvement program back
by years.

NAPA strongly supports the Byrd-Warner-
Baucus-Voinovich-Bond amendment and
strongly opposes a reduction in the federal
fuels tax.

Sincerely,
MIKE ACOTT,

President.

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE
HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION
OFFICIALS, AMERICAN PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RE-
GIONAL COUNCILS,

April 4, 2000.
Hon. SPENCER ABRAHAM,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ABRAHAM: We are writing
on behalf of the members of the American
Association of State Highway and Transpor-
tation Officials, the American Public Trans-
portation Association, and the National As-
sociation of Regional Councils to express our
opposition to a temporary suspension or per-
manent repeal of a portion of, or all of, the
federal motor fuel tax. Therefore, we re-
spectfully urge you to support an amend-
ment to the budget resolution that will be
offered by Senator Robert Byrd and others to
express the sense of the Senate that the
budget resolution not assume the reduction
of fuel taxes on either a permanent or tem-
porary basis.

The Highway Trust Fund is the primary
funding source for highway, transit, bike-
way, pedestrian, and other surface transpor-
tation programs authorized under the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA 21). Proposals to temporarily repeal 4.3
cents of the federal motor fuel tax would re-
sult in a $4.5 billion loss in revenue to the
Highway Trust Fund and yet offer no guar-
antee that the repeal would result in actual
cost savings to the motoring public. The net
effect of this action would be to seriously
jeopardize the continued stability and reli-
ability of the federal surface transportation
program while providing no meaningful solu-
tion to the effects of the present oil short-
age.

A 4.3-cent per gallon reduction in the fed-
eral motor fuel tax, if passed on to the con-
sumer, would result in about a $13 savings
this year, but would at the cost of more sub-
stantial tax reductions or of reductions in
other domestic programs. Given the intense
competition for use of the budgetary surplus,
we believe that, absent an ironclad guar-
antee, it is unrealistic to assume that any
portion of the budget surplus to offset the
loss to the Highway Trust Fund would nec-
essarily materialize.

We respectfully urge you to continue to
support TEA 21’s reliable and stable funding
mechanism, and to oppose proposed legisla-
tion that would jeopardize the surface trans-
portation program while failing to offer a
meaningful solution to impacts resulting
from the current oil shortage.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN HORSLEY,

Executive Director,
American Associa-
tion of State-High-
way and Transpor-
tation Officials.

WILLIAM MILLAR,
President, American

Public Transpor-
tation Association.

WILLIAM DODGE,
Executive Director,

National Association
of Regional Coun-
cils.

AMERICAN CONSULTING
ENGINEERS COUNCIL,

Washington, DC, April 5, 2000.
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the American

Consulting Engineers Council (ACEC), I urge
you to support the Byrd-Warner-Baucus-
Voinovich-Lautenberg-Bond amendment to
the FY 2000 Budget Resolution. The amend-
ment could come to the floor as early as
April 5.

The Byrd amendment would establish the
Sense of the Senate that federal fuel taxes
should continue to be used for the construc-
tion and rehabilitation of our nation’s high-
ways, bridges, and transit systems. Congress
took the proper step in the 1997 Taxpayer Re-
lief Act by moving the last 4.3 cents of the
federal gas tax into the Highway Trust Fund
and away from general deficit reduction. The
following year, Congress passed TEA—21,
which guaranteed that all deposits into the
Highway Trust Fund will be spent each year
for their intended purpose.

In response to the recent surge in gasoline
prices, however, legislation has appeared on
Capitol Hill to repeal or suspend some or all
of the federal gas tax and thus de-link the re-
lationship between highway user fees and
transportation spending. While the repeal
legislation is well intentioned, we believe it
will not offer any real consumer relief from
high gas prices, and it could devastate trans-
portation improvements and safety programs
in every state.
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Even temporarily eliminating the Highway

Trust Fund structure is very dangerous be-
cause it would become too easy for Congress
to eliminate or reduce the proposed transfer
from the general fund ‘‘surplus’’ in the fu-
ture. CBO has re-estimated the FY 2000 sur-
plus to be $15 billion. Repealing the gas tax
from April 15 to September 30 (as S. 2285
could do) would cost states $15 billion. It is
highly unlikely that Congress could spend
the entire budget surplus on highways and
transit in the face of such competing prior-
ities as general tax cuts, education, and
emergency supplemental appropriations.

Congress is to be applauded for its efforts
to bolster investment in infrastructure and
for recognizing that the Highway Trust Fund
provides an effective and appropriate stream
of revenue for transportation improvements.
We urge you to reaffirm these priorities by
voting for the Byrd Amendment to the Budg-
et Resolution. Thank you for your leadership
on this issue.

Sincerely,
LEO F. PETERS, P.E. FACEC,

President.

AMERICAN PORTLAND CEMENT ALLIANCE,
Washington, DC, April 5, 2000.

Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: On behalf of the
American Portland Cement Alliance (APCA),
a trade association representing virtually all
domestic portland cement manufacturers, I
urge you to support the Byrd-Warner-Bau-
cus-Voinovich-Lautenberg-Bond Sense of the
Senate amendments to the budger resolu-
tion.

The amendment expresses that the budget
resolution should not assume a permanent or
temporary reduction in the federal gasoline
tax. The amendment may be considered as
early as today.

APCA is deeply concerned that any reduc-
tion in the federal gasoline tax would under-
mine TEA–21 and the funding commitment
that legislation made to the states for high-
way and mass transit programs. Any reduc-
tion in federal gasoline tax would jeopardize
the funding guarantee under TEA–21 and in-
troduce uncertainty for state highway and
transit improvement programs, and the con-
struction and material supply industries,
such as the cement manufacturers.

Again, I urge you to support the Byrd-War-
ner-Baucus-Voinovich-Lautenberg-Bond
Sense of the Senate amendment.

Sincerely,
RICHARD C. CREIGHTON,

President.

Mr. BYRD. As I close, I again thank
Messrs. WARNER, BAUCUS, VOINOVICH,
LAUTENBERG, BOND, REID of Nevada,
and DOMENICI.

Let me thank also Mr. Jim English
and Peter Rogoff, fine staffpersons who
have been so helpful in the work on
this amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator

yield off his hour, 1 minute to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico?

Mr. BYRD. I will.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

want to explain to the Senate why I am
supporting this. The actual sense of
this resolution says:

It is the sense of the Senate that the func-
tional totals in the budget resolution do not
assume the reduction of any Federal gasoline
tax on either a temporary or permanent
basis.

I might say to the Senate, that is al-
ready true. The Senate budget resolu-

tion does not—does not, in the func-
tional totals. So I am delighted to sup-
port it. There is some language saying:
Within the tax provisions. The tax
committee can do a lot of different
things. One thing suggested was tem-
porary repeal of the gasoline tax. I am
pleased to have an opportunity to vote
on whether or not the Senate would
like that to remain even contemplated.
Whether they will be precluded because
of a vote, I do not know, but I think we
ought to vote tomorrow on this issue. I
support the sense of the Senate that is
proposed.

I ask Senators how many more want
to speak on this resolution because we
have two others?

Mr. WARNER. I would like to have 7
minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much would the
Senator like?

Mr. VOINOVICH. About 4 or 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator BOND, on
this subject?

Mr. BOND. I would like 3 minutes.
Mr. BAUCUS. I would like about 5

minutes on the amendment.
Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if we could

agree, would the Senator object if that
be the unanimous consent, those Sen-
ators in that order?

Mr. BYRD. Very well.
Mr. BAUCUS. Might I ask, what is

the order?
Mr. DOMENICI. It is the order you

arrived on the floor: Senator WARNER
and then the Senator from Ohio, Sen-
ator BOND and——

Mr. HARKIN. I have been on the floor
since the last vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let the Senator de-
cide.

Mr. BYRD. Very well. We can do Mr.
WARNER and Mr. BOND—Mr. BOND
talked with me several minutes ago. He
has to go somewhere. Then Mr. BAUCUS
and then Mr. VOINOVICH, if that is all
right.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is fair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BROWNBACK). The Senator from Vir-
ginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first I
commend the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from West Virginia. I was the
chairman of the subcommittee that
worked on ISTEA—we called it TEA–
21. How well I remember that he, to-
gether with the Senator from Texas,
fought the battle to take the 4.3-cent
tax out of the general revenues and put
it into the highway trust fund. Now our
distinguished colleague and former ma-
jority leader is once again showing
that leadership to keep those funds
flowing to support America’s highway
infrastructure.

The economy of this Nation is de-
pendent upon the efficient use of its
transportation for people to get to and
from their places of work, to carry our
goods to the ports and terminals, to
get them throughout the world. Now
we are faced with this situation. I,
from the first day, have resisted—even
though I am in opposition to my distin-

guished leadership—the repeal of this
4.3 cents. It was a commitment made
by the Senate by a vote, if I recall, I
say to the senior Senator from West
Virginia, which was in the 80s of Sen-
ators who approved the transfer of
these funds from general revenue to
the highway trust fund.

Every Senator understands the high-
way programs in his or her State. I rec-
ognize that. But stability is the key
word, stability in funding.

We have the former distinguished
Governor of Missouri and the former
distinguished Governor of Ohio who
will address those points. But as they
set down their programs for highway
improvement, safety and construction,
they needed to have some certainty in
the funding. It took almost a decade
for the Senate to finally come to the
recognition we ought to stop this
donor-donee situation, one of the most
controversial things I ever witnessed in
my 20-plus years in the Senate. We got
rid of that.

We also, in that bill, made a specific
law whereby, when you go to the gas
pump in your State and pump that gas,
those taxes go to Washington and
make a U-turn and go back to the
State. No State got less than 90 per-
cent of the return of those taxes.

That is what we are here for, con-
tinuity of action and decisionmaking
by this body, continuity and stability
in planning these programs to improve
our roads, our infrastructure. There
are contracts that reach out a year or
more, 2 years or more. People have to
order materials. They have to do de-
sign work. They have to engage labor.
That is being done. We see the slow,
steady improvement of our infrastruc-
ture. Now we are challenged by the 4.3
cents. As the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia said, it could have
a triggering mechanism where 4.3 cents
goes to over 18 cents. As he pointed
out, there is no certainty these funds
will get back to the pockets of those
who put the gas in their car—no cer-
tainty. There are many, many levels
where various purposes could take off
these funds.

My distinguished colleague from
West Virginia talked about the groups.
He put their letters in the RECORD.
This is a group of organizations all
across this country that support the
highway construction program, whose
efforts led to the passage of the ISTEA
legislation in this Senate and eventu-
ally had it enacted into law.

The distinguished Governor from
Ohio, who will soon speak, was very ac-
tive in the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation and the Association of Highway
Administrators, which had given sound
support through that legislation. He
did not come by it by accident. It took
absolutely years to build up to get this
done.

The National Governors’ Association,
National Conference of State Legisla-
tures, Council of State Governments,
U.S. Conference of Mayors, National
League of Cities, National Association
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of Counties—these are groups that visit
us every day on various issues. They
write:

Proposals that would interfere with or re-
duce revenues coming to either trust fund by
suspending or repealing any portion of Fed-
eral transportation taxes would undercut
critical commitments to the nation’s public
infrastructure and potentially threaten the
credit quality of state and local bonds al-
ready issued to finance highway, bridge and
airport construction and repair.

Already the contracts are out. The
revenue bonds are out. Even the Amer-
ican Automobile Association, one of
the most valued organizations in the
history of this country, stated as fol-
lows:

AAA has serious concerns about efforts to
suspend or repeal any portion of the federal
gas tax. While attractive at first glance, this
course of action will do little to address the
root cause of our gasoline price problem
today, which is a shortage of supply caused
by curtailed production of crude oil by [pri-
marily the] OPEC states.

Our distinguished senior colleague
covered that.

To reiterate, this Sense of the Senate
amendment is critically important be-
cause of legislation that is pending be-
fore the Senate to suspend 4.3 cents of
the federal gas tax until next January,
and because of the instructions this
resolution gives to the Finance Com-
mittee to report legislation to repeal
the 4.3 cents tax.

The budget resolution before the Sen-
ate indicates that the reconciliation
instructions to the Finance Committee
provide $150 billion over 5 years in tax
cuts that ‘‘could accommodate’’ the re-
peal of 4.3 cents of the federal gas tax.

It is unsound budget policy for this
budget resolution to assume that a por-
tion of the gas tax will be repealed.

It is unsound for several reasons, and
today I will share with my colleagues
the reasons for my concerns.

I join with my colleagues in their
frustration with the rising price of gas-
oline. It is too high and threatens the
continuation of our robust economy.

In our efforts to respond to OPEC’s
choking off of supply and the absence
of leadership by this administration,
we must not promise American’s tax
relief that they may not get. The en-
tire proposal to repeal or suspend the
4.3 cents gas tax and replenish the
Highway Trust Fund with general reve-
nues is fraught with uncertainty.

I ask the question, is the repeal, or
temporary suspension of 4.3 cents of
the federal gasoline tax going into the
pockets of American drivers? What is
the guarantee that this tax cut will be
passed on to consumers at the pump?

How are they protected from the oil
refiners and wholesalers chipping off
their share? Will the free marketplace
enable them to charge the same price
at the gas pump?

Just last week the Congressional Re-
search Service issued a new analysis
entitled ‘‘Transportation Fuel Taxes:
Impacts of a Repeal or Moratorium,’’
which stated:

Current market conditions and the small
amount of tax relief incorporated into most

proposals, however, raise uncertainty as to
whether prices to individuals and businesses
would fall and whether any price decline
would be meaningful to consumers.

If it is not passed on to consumers,
and the high prices continue, Ameri-
cans will feel betrayed.

The impact of a repeal on the 4.3
cents is significant on our budget sur-
plus. According to the Department of
Transportation, this repeal will result
in a loss of $20.5 billion to the Highway
Trust Fund for the remaining years of
TEA–21—until 2003.

Efforts to repeal or suspend the 4.3
cents gas tax has generated strong op-
position from the National Governors’
Association, the National Conference
of State Legislatures, the Council of
State governments, the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, the National League
of Cities, and the National Association
of Counties. They write:

Proposals that would interfere with or re-
duce revenues coming into either trust fund
by suspending or repealing any portion of
federal transportation taxes would undercut
critical commitments to the nation’s public
infrastructure and potentially threaten the
credit quality of state and local bonds al-
ready issued to finance highway, bridge and
airport construction and repair.

Even the American Automobile Asso-
ciation with millions of members dedi-
cated to highway maintenance and
safety write:

AAA has serious concerns about efforts to
suspend or repeal any portion of the federal
gas tax. While attractive at first glance, this
course of action will do little to address the
root cause of our gasoline price problem
today, which is shortage of supply caused by
curtailed production of crude oil by OPEC
states.

The Small Business Legislative
Council joins those views with the fol-
lowing:

While small businesses are clearly suf-
fering as a result of the high gasoline prices,
we are long time staunch supporters of pre-
serving the integrity of the highway trust
fund and making sure that we have the prop-
er infrastructure to deliver our goods and
services.

My colleagues who support this re-
peal will tell you that the Highway
Trust Fund will not be harmed—that
general fund monies will be used to re-
place lost revenue to the Highway
Trust Fund. This replacement, if it ac-
tually occurs, will be $20.5 billion.

And, where will this $20.5 billion
come from? It will come from our lim-
ited budget surplus—and it will drain
the limited dollars available for lasting
tax cuts to Americans.

This budget resolution provides for
$150 billion for tax cuts to be defined
through the reconciliation process by
the Finance Committee. I support this
level of funding to relieve the tax bur-
den on Americans. But, do we want to
use the on-budget surplus to give a tax
cut to gasoline wholesalers? Or, do we
want to use the funds in the budget res-
olution for other, more certain, tax
legislation providing real and lasting
tax relief.

That is the course I want to take.
The budget resolution assumption

that the Congress will repeal 4.3 cents

of the gas tax comes to pass, it will
have a lasting, negative impact on the
Highway Trust Fund. The Highway
Trust Fund is the sole source of rev-
enue available to maintain and upgrade
our nation’s highways, transit systems
and highway safety programs.

We are in only the second year of the
6-year TEA–21 legislation. Now is not
the time to take a step backward on
the important investments we are
making in our nation’s transportation
infrastructure.

For over a decade in the Senate, I,
along and many others, worked to re-
store faith with drivers who were
promised that gas taxes they pay when
buying gasoline would be used to main-
tain and modernize our highways and
transit systems.

Finally, in 1997, with the steadfast,
leadership of Senator BYRD, Senator
BAUCUS, Senator BOND, and others, we
achieved success. TEA–21 guarantees
that all of the gas taxes motorists pay
at the pump will be placed in the High-
way Trust Fund and spent—100 per-
cent—on highways, transit, and high-
way safety.

Before TEA–21, the gas tax was in-
creased by 4.3 cents in 1993 to pay for
spending on many programs other than
transportation or deficit reduction. I
opposed this tax increase, but it
passed.

Later, while debating TEA–21, this
body voted 80 to 18 not to repeal this
tax, now that it was going to the High-
way Trust Fund.

As our nation’s transportation infra-
structure aged and crumbled, it was
imperative we transfer the 4.3-cents
tax from general revenues to the High-
way Trust Fund in 1997.

The TEA–21 spending guarantee re-
forms resulted in a 40 percent increase
in transportation spending for each of
the next 6 years. We are only in the
second year of TEA–21, yet we can see
in every state the transportation con-
struction that is moving forward. We
are just beginning to see the benefits of
TEA–21 with more projects under con-
struction, jobs being created, products
moving more efficiently across the
country, and most importantly, im-
provements in highway safety.

Do we want to turn back the clock
and inject uncertainty again into our
nation’s highway program.

We are being asked to rely on future
legislation that will have an untested
triggering mechanism to restore gen-
eral revenues to the Highway Trust
Fund. What happens if it doesn’t work.

Again, this uncertainty will jeop-
ardize the safety of the driving public
and the thousands of jobs that are now
at work under TEA–21.

We all know that it takes years—far
too long—for highway and transit
projects to make it from the drawing
board to construction. Severe swings,
or even the uncertainty as to the avail-
ability of funds, in transportation
spending will make it nearly impos-
sible for states to effectively manage
their highway programs.
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Consistent funding levels are critical

to the seamless steps of planning, de-
sign, engineering, permitting, contract
selection, materials orders, and con-
struction. A stable program, where
states, local governments, and contrac-
tors have the benefits of a long-term
funding cycle ensures a reliable supply
of materials and an experienced, ready
workforce.

Do we want to stop the moderniza-
tion of our nation’s transportation sys-
tem to give the gas middle-man a few
more pennies in his pocket? Or, do we
keep on course to improve transpor-
tation and highway safety for all
Americans?

Lets use wisely our limited budget
surplus for meaningful and lasting tax
relief—not on promises that Americans
may never see.

I ask unanimous consent the letters
to which I referred be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIATION,
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE
LEGISLATURES, COUNCIL OF STATE
GOVERNMENTS, THE U.S. CON-
FERENCE OF MAYORS, NATIONAL
LEAGUE OF CITIES, NATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION OF COUNTIES, INTER-
NATIONAL CITY/COUNTY MANAGE-
MENT ASSOCIATION,

April 5, 2000.
TO ALL SENATORS: We are writing on behalf

of the elected leaders of the nation’s state
and local governments to urge support for
the Byrd-Warner-Baucus-Voinovich-Lauten-
berg-Bond Sense of the Senate Resolution for
the continued use of federal fuel taxes for
the construction and rehabilitation of our
nation’s highways, bridges, and transit sys-
tems, which is being offered as an amend-
ment to the FY 2001 Budget Resolution.

This resolution conforms to state and local
leaders’ strong opposition to any legislative
proposals that would interfere or interrupt
the current level of transportation user fees
being collected that provide dedicated fed-
eral funding for transportation programs. It
supports the critical commitment to trans-
portation infrastructure, and the funding
mechanism to support that commitment,
made in the Transportation Equity Act for
the 21st Century (TEA–21).

Our state and local government members
are responsible for almost all the nation’s
highways, bridges, and transit systems. We
cannot afford cuts in federal transportation
infrastructure funding such as the 4.3 cents
reduction proposed in the Budget Resolution.
The 4.3 cents tax on gasoline and diesel
brings in $7.2 billion annual to the Highway
Trust Fund—$5.8 billion for highways and
$1.4 billion for transit. According to the U.S.
Department of Transportation, if the 4.3
cents were repealed, the highway program
would be cut by $20.5 billion through FY 2003,
the final year of TEA–21. The Mass Transit
Account of the Highway Trust Fund would
go broke in 2003.

Again, we urge your support of the Byrd-
Warner-Baucus-Voinovich-Lautenberg-Bond
Resolution.

Sincerely,
RAYMOND C. SCHEPPACH,

Executive Director,
National Governors
Association.

WILLIAM T. POUND,
Executive Director, National

Conference of State
Legislatures.

DANIEL M. SPRAGUE,
Executive Director,

Council of State
Governments.

J. THOMAS COCHRAN,
Executive Director,

The U.S. Conference
of Mayors.

DONALD J. BORUT,
Executive Director,

National League of
Cities.

LARRY B. NAAKE,
Executive Director,

National Association
of Counties.

WILLIAM H. HANSELL, Jr.,
Executive Director,

International City/
County Management
Association.

AAA, WASHINGTON OFFICE,
Washington, DC, April 4, 2000.

Hon. JOHN W. WARNER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: AAA encourages
you to cosponsor and support an amendment
to the Senate budget resolution being offered
by Senator Robert Byrd (D–WV). The ‘‘Sense
of the Senate’’ amendment will put the Sen-
ate on record in opposition to any repeal or
suspension of the federal gasoline excise tax.

AAA has serious concerns about efforts to
suspend or repeal any portion of the federal
gas tax. While attractive at first glance, this
course of action will do little to address the
root cause of our gasoline price problem
today, which is a shortage of supply caused
by curtailed production of crude oil by OPEC
states.

The benefits to motorists from reducing
the gas tax are, at best, minimal—repealing
4.3 cents would amount to about $1/week for
the average consumer. However, the result-
ing loss of revenue to the Highway Trust
Fund would be disastrous to the important
work of fixing the nation’s highways and
bridges and improving safety.

It is highway and traffic safety that is of
most concern to AAA. Lower receipts to the
Highway Trust Fund compromise the safety
of the traveling public. We take these roads
back and forth to work and on vacations, our
children take these roads to school, and our
public safety officials use these arteries to
respond to emergencies.

Asking Americans to choose between a gas
tax reduction and safety is posing the wrong
question. The right question is: How should
Congress and the Administration manage an
energy strategy that reduces dependence
upon a foreign cartel? That way motorists
would have the safe highways they’ve paid
for through their gas taxes and an oil supply
they can rely on. Short-term fixes, while po-
litically popular, are not in the best inter-
ests of highway safety and the overall eco-
nomic well being of the nation.

Congress made a very important decision
by creating the Highway Trust Fund and es-
tablishing the direct link between user fees
paid by motorists and trust fund monies
being dedicated to improving the nation’s
surface transportation infrastructure. Be-
cause of TEA–21, the trust fund is now dedi-
cated to providing Americans the safe and ef-
ficient transportation system for which they
have paid and on which they rely.

AAA urges the Senate to recognize that a
gas tax reduction—though well-meaning—
will (1) provide little, if any, actual relief to
motorists; (2) not solve the real problem,
which is supply; and (3) cause real problems
as our highways and bridges continue to de-

teriorate and with that, the safety of the
motoring public.

Sincerely,
SUSAN G. PIKRALLIDAS,

Vice President,
Public & Government Relations.

SMALL BUSINESS LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL,
Washington, DC, March 29, 2000.

Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. MAJORITY LEADER: On behalf of
the Small Business Legislative Council
(SBLC), I want to indicate that we must ob-
ject to the initiative to temporarily roll
back the Federal gas tax. While small busi-
nesses are clearly suffering as a result of the
high gasoline prices, we are long time
staunch supporters of preserving the integ-
rity of the highway trust fund and making
sure that we have the proper infrastructure
to deliver our goods and services.

We understand that you intend to pay for
this roll back using the ‘‘surplus.’’ Right now
we have many priorities for the use of that
surplus. Repeal of the death tax, increasing
direct expensing, full deductibility for the
self-employed’s health care costs, FUTA tax
relief, repeal of the installment sales repeal
and national debt reduction to name just a
few.

As you know, the SBLC is a permanent,
independent coalition of nearly 80 trade and
professional associations that share a com-
mon commitment to the future of small
business. Our members represent the inter-
ests of small businesses in such diverse eco-
nomic sectors as manufacturing, retailing,
distribution, professional and technical serv-
ices, construction, transportation, tourism
and agriculture. Our policies are developed
through a consensus among our membership.
Individual associations may express their
own views. For your information, a list of
our members is enclosed.

We appreciate your outstanding leadership
on behalf of small business. We believe there
must be a better way to provide relief for
small business from rising gasoline prices
without jeopardizing other small business
priorities.

Sincerely,
JOHN S. SATAGAJ,

President and General Counsel.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished senior Senator from West
Virginia. It is an honor to be on the
floor to join with him and Senator
from Virginia to make the point very
strongly that suspension or repeal of
the gas tax would be a grave error. Al-
though all of us, as Senators, are aware
of consumer complaints about the high
gasoline prices we are facing in our
States, we also should keep in mind
that this is due primarily to factors
other than the level of the gas tax, as
the Senator from West Virginia has
pointed out.

Our declining production of petro-
leum and the constriction by OPEC of
the supply of gasoline on the world
markets is the most significant factor
in determining the price at the pump.
Cutting the tax would merely reduce
the revenues available for improving
highway safety without producing real
savings that would be passed on to the
consumers. Because of the imposition
of tax at the refinery level, there is no
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assurance it would come to the gaso-
line purchaser, the automobile owner,
or the truck or bus driver.

The CRS has issued a report saying
there might not be any appreciable evi-
dence of a reduction in tax. The con-
sumers would never see it. Who would
see it would be those people who are
committed to repairing and rebuilding
our inadequate roads, bridges, and
highways.

In 1998, I worked hard with our friend
and dear colleague, the late Senator
from Rhode Island, Mr. John Chafee, on
the Bond-Chafee guarantee that was in-
corporated into TEA–21 with the help
of the Senators who spoke before me—
Senator DOMENICI, Senator BYRD, and
Senator WARNER. That provision cre-
ated for the first time a real guarantee
that revenues collected and earmarked
for the highway trust fund would, in
fact, be used for transportation pur-
poses. If we collect a dollar gas tax,
that dollar must be credited to the
highway trust fund. This guarantees
that for the first time highway users
will get the transportation benefits in
return for the user fee they pay
through the gas tax.

We cannot have a guarantee if we
continue to change the way the pro-
gram is funded. To hold the trust fund
harmless, supposedly by having money
come from general revenue and pro-
jected surpluses, will put us back in
the same sinking boat—more appro-
priately, crumbling highway—that we
were in before. That position was one
where off-budget or turnbacks were ad-
vocated. This amendment makes clear
the budget resolution does not assume
the reductions of any Federal gasoline
tax.

We need a Department of Energy
that makes energy policy, not the
EPA. The administration policy has
been no policy. We can stop the raid on
the highway funds, and we must not re-
peal or roll back the gasoline tax.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, what is
at issue is very clear. I hope my col-
leagues pay attention. The issue is
whether this Congress is going to break
the trust the American people have in
the highway trust fund. That is the
issue.

Dollars going into the Federal high-
way trust fund are locked in. There is
a trust that those dollars are then dis-
tributed back to the States. The rev-
enue in the trust fund goes back to the
States. It is a trust, an understanding.
That is why we have a highway trust
fund.

We cannot go down the slippery slope
of opening up the trust fund and re-
plenishing it with general revenue or
using general revenue to pay for high-
way allocations because once we start
down that slippery slope, we will then
have broken the trust. We will have
sprung a leak, which will grow into
perhaps a creek or a river, and will
drain the highway trust fund, as the
trust is broken. It is that simple.

I very much thank the Senator from
West Virginia for drawing this to the
Senate’s attention. Not only is it the
resolution before us, but it is also any
potential revenue matters that might
come up in this body. The essential
point is the linkage.

I strongly urge my colleagues to con-
tinue the trust this Congress made
with the American people when it
passed the last highway bill, TEA–21.
That bill was heralded as a landmark
piece of legislation, overwhelmingly
passed by both bodies. We all touted it,
not only because of the revenues and
dedication to the infrastructure so des-
perately needed but also because of the
trust; that is, the assurance that the
gasoline tax and the diesel fuel tax peo-
ple pay at the pump will come back to
the States; that it will not be tampered
with by the Congress; it will not be
changed by the Congress. That is some-
thing on which the people could count,
of which they could be assured. It is
something that is certain, something
they can trust.

I very much hope we resist the temp-
tation, we resist the siren song for a
short-term political change, to jigger
around with the 4.3 cents, repealing it
and adding the difference to the sur-
plus or revenue. It is an exercise that is
not only futile; it is an exercise that is
a misrepresentation of what we did in
TEA–21, and it will be an exercise
which begins to break the trust.

Either we keep the trust or we do
not. There is no halfway here. There is
no little breaking of the trust. Either
we keep it or we do not. I submit the
American people want us to keep the
trust. They will be very upset if we
break it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print a letter in the RECORD
from various organizations—the Na-
tional Governors’ Association, the Na-
tional Conference of State Legisla-
tures, the Council of State Govern-
ments, the U.S. Conference of Mayors,
National League of Cities, National As-
sociation of Counties, International
City/County Management Association,
all in favor of the amendment offered
by the Senator from West Virginia.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIATION,
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE
LEGISLATURES, COUNCIL OF STATE
GOVERNMENTS, THE U.S. CON-
FERENCE OF MAYORS, NATIONAL
LEAGUE OF CITIES, NATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION OF COUNTIES, INTER-
NATIONAL CITY/COUNTY MANAGE-
MENT ASSOCIATION,

April 5, 2000.
DEAR SENATOR: We are writing on behalf of

the elected leaders of the nation’s state and
local governments to urge support of the
Byrd-Warner-Baucus-Voinovich-Lautenberg-
Bond Sense of the Senate Resolution for the
continued use of federal fuel taxes for the
construction and rehabilitation of our na-
tion’s highways, bridges, and transit systems
which is being offered as an amendment to
the FY 2001 Budget Resolution.

This resolution conforms to the strong op-
position that state and local leaders have to

any legislative proposals that would inter-
fere or interrupt the current level of trans-
portation user fees being collected that pro-
vide dedicated federal funding for transpor-
tation programs. It supports the critical
commitment to transportation infrastruc-
ture, and the funding mechanism to support
that commitment, made in the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA–
21).

Our state and local government members
are responsible for almost all the nation’s
highways, bridges, and transit systems. We
cannot afford cuts in federal transportation
infrastructure funding such as the 4.3 cents
reduction proposed in the Budget Resolution.
The 4.3 cents tax on gasoline and diesel
brings in $7.2 billion annually to the High-
way Trust Fund—$5.8 billion for highways
and $1.4 billion for transit. According to the
U.S. Department of Transportation, if the 4.3
cents were repealed, the highway program
would be cut by $20.5 billion through FY 2003,
the final year of TEA–21. The Mass Transit
Account of the Highway Trust Fund would
go broke in 2003.

The nation’s state and local leaders look
forward to working with you on this very im-
portant issue.

Sincerely,
Raymond C. Scheppach, Executive Direc-

tor, National Governors’ Association;
Daniel M. Sprague, Executive Director,
Council of State Governments; Donald
J. Borut, Executive Director, National
League of Cities; William H. Hansell,
Jr., Executive Director, International
City/County Management Association;
William T. Pound, Executive Director,
National Conference of State Legisla-
tures; J. Thomas Cochran, Executive
Director, The U.S. Conference of May-
ors; Larry E. Naake, Executive Direc-
tor, National Association of Counties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from West Virginia
for offering this amendment. He knows
and the rest of us know that repeal of
the 4.3-cent gas tax is not going to
solve the problem of high gasoline
prices which today confronts this coun-
try. In my opinion, the administra-
tion’s lack of an energy policy and
total inability to react to OPEC’s pro-
duction cut has pushed gasoline prices
to $2 per gallon in some places in the
nation.

The fact of the matter is, the Amer-
ican people are angry, and I share their
frustration. The real problem we have
today is that we do not have an energy
policy in this country.

Two weeks ago, when Department of
Energy officials testified before the
Governmental Affairs committee, I
asked them whether or not they had an
energy policy. I asked them if we were
too reliant upon foreign oil. Their an-
swer to that was yes we are too reliant
on foreign oil.

I said: Your department is predicting
that in the next 10 years we are going
to be 65-percent reliant on foreign oil.
How reliant should we be? Is it 45, 50
percent?

They had no answer.
I said: As a former Governor, if I had

a problem, I would set a number and
say it is going to be 45 or 50 and then
put a plan together and move forward
and get it done.
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I hope in this debate over whether or

not we ought to reduce the gas tax, the
administration and Members of Con-
gress take advantage of this wonderful
opportunity to come together to look
at the environmental concerns, look at
the issue of exploration, look at the
problems of the stripper well producers
in this country who are out of business
because the cost of a barrel of oil has
been too low. We need to get it all on
the table so that we do not have a re-
peat performance, and so that we are
not at the mercy of foreign oil pro-
ducing nations, some of whom are ac-
tually avowed enemies of the United
States of America.

I’ve said many times the price is
going to go down because the adminis-
tration is going to put the pressure on
these nations. But what I would like to
know is, what are the promises they
are going to be making in order to get
the price down? We ought not to be in
this position.

I happen to have been chairman of
the National Governors’ Association
when Congress did TEA–21. Most Gov-
ernors were opposed to the 4.3-cent gas
tax in 1993 but we came back and said:
If you move that from deficit reduction
to the highway trust fund, we will sup-
port it.

I want everyone to understand that
for the donor States—and Ohio is a
donor State—without that 4.3 cents, we
would not have a guarantee of 90.5 per-
cent of the money we are sending to
Washington. This is the way we helped
get some of our money back into our
State.

I think if you ask most of the high-
way directors of the States in this
country, they will tell you that with-
out that 4.3-cent gas tax, they are not
going to have any new construction
programs. All of the rest of our gas tax
money goes for the maintenance and
repair of our highways. The new con-
struction is being paid for by that 4.3-
cent gas tax.

There are some people who say: Don’t
worry about it because the money will
come from the on-budget surplus or
from someplace else. My answer to
that is, we have a users’ tax. The peo-
ple who use the highways pay the tax
for the highways. I do not think it is
fair that we should say to the people of
the country what we are going to do is
reduce the highway users’ tax and we
are going to make everyone else pay to
make up for the tax reduction.

I would like to say I am just prayer-
ful that this amendment passes, that it
passes overwhelmingly, that we send
the message that we are not for repeal-
ing the 4.3-cent gas tax and that we
take advantage of this wonderful op-
portunity to come together and de-
velop an energy policy for this great
Nation of ours.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if Senator
BYRD could yield me 3 minutes off his
time?

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I yield whatever
time the Senator wishes to consume.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to argue in two parts.

My first part has to do with the high-
ways and byways and freeways of
America and our home cities across
this land. I think there is no one in this
Chamber who has not been home to
their State and found that people
somewhere in their State are frus-
trated because we do not have adequate
roads to handle the traffic.

No, I am not suggesting I know how
to do that in terms of these very heav-
ily congested areas. But there is no
doubt, we are way behind the curve in
terms of supplying highways, freeways,
and arteries in our cities.

You are not going to tell the Amer-
ican people they can’t have their
dream. I mean, their dream is to own a
house and own a car or cars. One of
their big dreams is to have that place
where they want it. We are just never
going to succeed in telling the Amer-
ican people: You cannot live 5 miles
from your employment, as they did in
Russia. They had it all figured out:
They all worked; they all got on one
train; and they all went to work. In
fact, they told them in high school
what they were going to be.

That is not America. So we are be-
hind. In fact, I am not sure in most
places we are gaining on the congestion
and traffic. Frankly, I could come
down here and say I am pretty satisfied
that repeal of the 4.3-cent tax would
not hurt next year, but in 7 years actu-
ally it would hurt.

The truth of the matter is, we should
not deceive anybody. The problem we
have is the problem that America uses
more crude oil and crude-oil products
than we are now producing.

Frankly, we have an American pol-
icy, I regret to say—especially since
President Bill Clinton has been in of-
fice and Vice President GORE—of tak-
ing more and more of America, the
public lands, out of production that
you cannot use; you cannot get on it to
find oil, even if it is there, all under
some mystique that on ‘‘public do-
main’’ we should not be looking for oil,
that we ought to be saving it for some-
thing.

Then tonight we are going to have a
debate, I say to the Senator. I am not
sure where everyone is going to be on
it. But actually one one-hundredth of 1
percent of the Arctic wilderness, called
ANWR, one one-hundredth of 1 percent
is a little strip of land that they are
trying to say: Why don’t we try to find
out if there is oil there?

You know what they think might be
there? Sixteen billion barrels of oil.
Pretty much. It is as much as we will
import from Saudi Arabia over the
next 5, 6, 7 years. That would be the
amount. That is pretty good. That is a
pretty large amount of oil. All of it
would be owned by Americans. All of it
would be drilled by Americans. Ameri-
cans would have jobs.

Instead, we say it is just going to
ruin that wilderness. Somebody who is
neutral ought to pass on that, not

somebody who wants to save this wil-
derness, including one one-hundredth
of 1 percent of the land surface.

If I had my notes from my desk, I
would tell you how much we have
taken out of production in America.
We have taken lands on which people
could find oil, and we have said: You
cannot get on it to find oil.

We have regulations, through the De-
partment of the Interior, that instead
of saying, hey, get out here and find
your oil, they make it tough. It is sort
of like: Boy, do we have to put up with
you? It is not like: Boy, I hope you find
oil.

It is American oil. It is sort of like:
Maybe it is OK, but it is just too bad
that we have to do this. What is too
bad about it? We are going to buy this
oil someplace. We have less American
oil, fewer rigs producing oil, and we are
getting more dependent.

The last point is, according to the
independent institute within the De-
partment of Energy, the one that is
supposed to do analysis of supply, they
tell us—I hope they are wrong—they
cannot find out how much the produc-
tion of the world is. That sounds in-
credible. If they cannot, somebody in
our Government should. We should not
be surprised all of a sudden if somebody
says: You know, they are producing 4
million barrels less. We are hurting.

We ought to know; there is no way to
keep this a real secret. If we set out to
find it, I am sure we could. In fact, I
think there are probably some parts of
the American Government we do not
know about that might already know
that. But that is very important.

To summarize, my last point is, we
need to build more roads for America’s
congestion, not less. Secondly, we need
to take a positive approach. If the
President does not want to, we will not
get it done for a while. But we have to
decide what are our goals as Americans
in terms of producing energy? How
much should we be conserving? Let’s
get serious about it.

This will not happen with a bunch of
Government regs. This will happen
when the marketplace of America is
opened up to oil and gas production. I
am even wondering whether the largest
supply of natural gas is offshore in
some parts of America. We have said:
No more offshore drilling.

It isn’t environmentally dangerous.
In fact, I submit to the Senate, it is
more dangerous to increase our reli-
ance and thus bring more tankers into
American ports than it would be to se-
riously consider doing more offshore
drilling.

But, of course, for some people what
I am speaking about is kind of radical.
I think it is really kind of common
sense about America’s growing depend-
ence. I am not ashamed or embarrassed
about saying I would change it dras-
tically. I would recommend that some-
body change it dramatically. Tell the
world we are going to try. We are not
going to give in.

We currently think it is an American
energy policy to send the Secretary of
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Energy—one of New Mexico’s sons; my
friend—around to make a deal. That is
America’s energy policy? Have you
ever heard of anything like that being
the policy of America? What if they
said no?

In this case, they started asking a
few questions and said: Maybe we don’t
want to hurt your economy. Kuwait
does not know what we want of them.
We saved them from the invasion. They
do not know whether we want to dance
on a barrel of oil or what we want.
They already said: Look, America, you
send us so many signals, we don’t know
what to do. But we are on your side.

I think we ought to be very clear, it
is not this 4.3-cent tax. What it is, we
do not have a policy to produce more
and tell the world we are growing more
independent rather than dependent.

Whatever time I have, if I have any,
I yield back.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for his very
enlightening statement. I have listened
to him on this floor many times over
the years. I do not think I have enjoyed
more any statement of his than I have
this evening.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator BINGAMAN, Senator
ROBB, and Senator LINCOLN be added as
cosponsors of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I see no

other Senator asking for time on this
side.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, under

terms of the unanimous consent agree-
ment on the amendment of the Senator
from West Virginia, the agreement said
we would use all time tonight on this
amendment. Is Senator LAUTENBERG
wishing to speak on the amendment of
Senator BYRD dealing with gas tax re-
peal?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. While I wasn’t
present to hear Senator BYRD’s presen-
tation, there is no doubt in my mind
that the Byrd proposal is one we have
to support. The last thing we want to
do now is to reduce that tax in order
that we might give OPEC or the dis-
tributors, whomever, a chance to boost
the price for the difference.

One of the toughest things we have to
do is to try to meet our obligations
with the resources we have available.
The American people know very well
that one of the most important things
we do is to maintain our transpor-
tation infrastructure. I plan to do
whatever I can to see that that is done.

My remarks are short, but they are
very supportive. I congratulate Sen-
ator BYRD for his usual wisdom in pre-
senting something that we have to
think seriously about and, frankly, I
support fully. I thank him for that.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for his kind
and supportive statement. I thank all

Senators who have spoken on this sub-
ject for their remarks. I thank them
for their support, and I hope all of our
colleagues tomorrow will vote in favor
of the amendment I have offered on be-
half of myself and the other Senators
named thereon.

Mr. REID. It is my understanding
that the next amendment in order will
be offered by the Senator from Dela-
ware.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is my under-
standing. Senator ROTH is on the floor,
I believe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

AMENDMENT NO. 2955

(Purpose: To strike the revenue assumption
for ANWR receipts in fiscal year 2005)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk on behalf of
myself and Senators BOXER, BAUCUS,
JEFFORDS, SCHUMER, DODD, FEINGOLD,
LIEBERMAN, MURRAY, CHAFEE, ROBB,
and TORRICELLI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
set aside. The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH], for

himself, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. DODD, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. L.
CHAFEE, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. TORRICELLI, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2955.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 27, line 20, increase the amount by

$1,200,000,000.
On page 27, line 21, increase the amount by

$1,200,000,000.
On page 28, line 20, decrease the amount by

$1,200,000,000.
On page 28, line 21, decrease the amount by

$1,200,000,000.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
gentleman from Delaware consent to
the Senator from New Jersey, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, and the Senator from Nevada,
Mr. REID, being added as cosponsors of
the amendment?

Mr. ROTH. I am happy to have them
join as cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I commend
my colleague, the Senator from New
Mexico, for what I consider to be an ex-
cellent budget resolution. Over the
next 5 years, the Budget Committee
chairman has protected Social Secu-
rity, funded our priorities such as de-
fense and education, and provided for a
$150 billion tax cut—something I look
forward to crafting in the Finance
Committee.

However, there is one point at which
I respectfully disagree with my distin-
guished colleague’s work. It is in the
assumptions of allowing leasing for oil
exploration and production in the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge. This
budget resolution assumes that $1.2 bil-
lion would become available in fiscal
year 2005 from the bids for such leases.

My amendment would simply remove
that assumed revenue from the budget
resolution and thereby protect this wil-
derness area.

My reason for offering this amend-
ment is based on beauty, not on budg-
ets. I do not want to see us make an ir-
reparable mistake in one of America’s
remaining natural treasures. We can
afford to forgo this momentary rev-
enue, but we can’t afford not to protect
this Arctic Eden.

Mr. President, in 1960 President
Dwight Eisenhower had the wisdom to
set aside a portion of America’s Arctic
for the benefit and enjoyment of future
generations. His Arctic Range pro-
tected the highest peaks and glaciers of
the Brooks Range, North America’s
two largest and most northerly alpine
lakes, and nearly 200 different wildlife
species, including polar bears, grizzlies,
wolves, caribou and millions of migra-
tory birds.

Eisenhower’s Secretary of the Inte-
rior, Fred Seaton, called the new Arc-
tic Range, ‘‘one of the most magnifi-
cent wildlife and wilderness areas in
North America . . . a wilderness expe-
rience not duplicated elsewhere.’’

The Alaskan wilderness area is not
only a critical part of our Earth’s eco-
system—the last remaining region
where the complete spectrum of arctic
and subarctic ecosystems comes to-
gether—but it is a vital part of our na-
tional consciousness.

The Alaskan wilderness is a place of
outstanding wildlife, wilderness and
recreation, a land dotted by beautiful
forests, dramatic peaks and glaciers,
gentle foothills and undulating tundra.
It is untamed—rich with caribou, polar
bear, grizzly, wolves, musk oxen, Dall
sheep, moose, and hundreds of thou-
sands of birds—snow geese, tundra
swans, black brant, and more. Birds
from the Arctic Refuge fly to or
through every state in the continental
U.S. In all, Mr. President, about 200
species use the coastal plain.

Mr. President, there are parts of this
Earth where it is good that man can
come only as a visitor. The Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge is one of those
places. These are pristine lands that
belong to all of us. And perhaps most
importantly, these are the lands that
belong to our future.

In essence what I am asking my col-
leagues to support is an environmental
stewardship that protects our impor-
tant wilderness areas and precious re-
sources, while carefully and judiciously
weighing the short-term desires or our
country against its long-term needs.

Considering the many reasons why
protecting this area is so important, I
came across the words of the great
Western writer, Wallace Stegner. Re-
ferring to the land we seek to protect,
he wrote that it is ‘‘the most splendid
part of the American habitat; it is also
the most fragile.’’ We cannot enter this
land ‘‘carrying habits that [are] inap-
propriate and expectations that [are]
surely excessive.’’

An industrial zone and wilderness
cannot occupy the same space. The
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simple fact is that no matter how well
done, oil exploration and development
would have significant and lasting im-
pacts on this environment.

In closing, I want to remind my col-
leagues that when the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge was formally created
under the 1980 Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act, it was to con-
serve fish and wildlife populations in
their natural diversity. Oil develop-
ment on the coastal plain of the refuge
is prohibited without the enactment of
legislation authorizing development.

I urge my colleagues, to support my
amendment and reject the budget reso-
lution’s assumptions on oil drilling in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
Let us reconfirm to protect today what
can never be regained tomorrow if we
make the wrong decision now.

I hope that we can forever protect
the coastal plain from development. It
is certainly premature at this time to
assume revenue from oil development
there.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5

minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to
support the Roth amendment, which
expresses the sense of the Senate that
we should maintain the longstanding
ban on oil drilling in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge.

We have heard a lot of concern lately
about the cost of gas at the pump.

I share that concern. I represent
Montana. The Big Sky State. Vast
open spaces. We often drive long dis-
tances just to get to the grocery store.

Prices at the pump in Billings have
gone from $1.18 in April of 1999 to $1.59
today. We need to get the price down.
The administration has made some
progress, with the OPEC countries. We
may need to do more. For example, we
may need to use the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. But we should not re-
spond to high gas prices by opening the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. That
would be shortsighted, ineffective, and
environmentally harmful.

Proponents of oil drilling make three
main arguments. They imply it will
lower the price at the pump. They
argue that it will enhance our energy
security. And they argue that it won’t
really pose a significant environmental
risk to the refuge.

I disagree. Let me take the argu-
ments in turn.

First, the cost at the pump. Opening
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
will have absolutely no impact on gas
prices, now or in the foreseeable future.
Think about it. Assume that we pass a
law authorizing drilling. Assume the
President signs it. First, companies
will need to conduct exploration to de-
termine where to drill. Next they will
have to build the infrastructure, the
roads, drill pads, drill rigs, pipelines,
gravel pits, waste pits, and living and
working quarters. This could include

hundreds of miles of roads and pipe-
lines, production facilities, increased
traffic at loading ports, and housing
and services for thousands of people.

This work will take years and years.
Senator MURKOWSKI himself said, in
1998, that ‘‘a future decision on ANWR
is one which will take about 10 years to
produce any results in the way of any
increased production contribution to
our current flow of domestic oil.’’ Ten
years, before we see any impact on the
price at the pump.

Let me turn to the longer term issue.
Energy security. Let’s look at what the
potential oil of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge means in the big pic-
ture. At best, the economically recov-
erable oil would represent 2 percent of
our daily needs. As a result, oil drilling
in the Arctic Wildlife Refuge has little,
if anything, to do with long-term en-
ergy security.

Another point. It does not make good
strategic sense to use our reserves,
which account for only 12 percent of
the crude oil available in the world,
while we have access to other sources.
After all, once our reserves are used up,
we will be totally at the mercy of
OPEC.

Instead of continuing our unhealthy
dependence on OPEC, we should de-
velop a comprehensive energy strategy.
We should improve energy efficiency.
We should diversify our energy sources.

What are we doing here in Congress?
Virtually nothing.

We continue to prevent an increase
in corporate average fuel economy. We
routinely underfund the development
of solar and renewable energy. And we
fail to seriously consider tax legisla-
tion that rewards efficiency and in-
creases our energy security.

In the absence of a comprehensive
national energy strategy, drilling the
refuge is just a band-aid. A quick fix.
It’s no substitute for a real, com-
prehensive, strategy.

Putting this all together, drilling in
the Arctic Refuge will not reduce
prices at the pump anytime soon, if at
all. And it will not significantly en-
hance our energy security.

Now consider the environmental im-
pact. The Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge is truly unique. It is the only ref-
uge of its type in the world. I’ve been
there. It has been referred to, for good
reason, as ‘‘America’s Serengeti.’’ It’s
the nation’s largest and most northerly
wildlife refuge. It includes a full range
of arctic and subarctic habitats. Vast
herds of caribou migrate to the refuge,
bearing their young on the coastal
plain. Muskox use the area year-round.
The refuge is the most important polar
bear land denning area in Alaska. One
hundred eighty bird species migrate
there, from throughout the hemi-
sphere. Eighteen major rivers contain
36 species of fish.

Let’s look at what development
might do. What happens when the con-
struction of, say, a pipeline and road
forces wildlife away? Take the caribou
hers. Female caribou seek out the best

foraging areas as calving areas. These
areas change each year. If, in any given
year, the best foraging and calving
area is a site for development, the car-
ibou won’t use it and fewer calves will
survive. Development can also force fe-
males into areas where there are more
predators, or block them from climbing
onto ridge tops to avoid swarms of in-
sects. Again, fewer calves will survive.

The Fish and Wildlife Service has
concluded that the cumulative impacts
of these effects could significantly re-
duce the size of the caribou hers. The
Service has expressed similar concerns
about muskoxen.

What about disturbances from road
building? There is not enough water to
build only ice roads. You’d have to
build gravel roads, even for explo-
ration. Gravel roads will alter the nat-
ural flow of water during spring break-
up, will melt permafrost, and will oth-
erwise damage the environment. Taken
together, this could harm the habitat
for more than 100 species of birds. This,
in turn, will have effects way beyond
the refuge itself. All of these birds are
migratory. They nest and rear their
young in the Refuge in the summer,
then migrate throughout the entire
hemisphere, including virtually every
state.

Now, the proponents of drilling say
that the environmental impacts have
been exaggerated. They say that the
‘‘footprint’’ of development is no larger
than Dulles Airport. In fact, the devel-
opment will not be concentrated in a
small area.

This map, based on projections by
the Fish and Wildlife Service, shows
potential pipelines, drilling pads,
roads, and other facilities. As you can
see, the roads and pipelines stretch
across the entire coastal plain, bisect-
ing migration paths and stream chan-
nels. What’s more, recent reports by
the U.S. Geological Service show that
the oil reserves in the Refuge are
smaller and more widely dispersed than
previously thought. As a result, oil de-
velopment will require more, and more
widely dispersed, roads, pipelines, and
other infrastructure. Finally, acci-
dents.

If the Exxon Valdez taught us any-
thing, it is that humans working in a
cold, harsh environment can make mis-
takes, and that the environmental
costs in a fragile ecosystem can be ex-
traordinarily high. Our experience else-
where on the North Slope confirms
this. There has been a general increase
in the number of spills. At least two
well-blowouts have occurred. At least
76 areas have been contaminated by oil
development from the Prudhoe Field.
Things usually don’t go as smoothly as
we plan.

That brings me to my final point. It
may be that, someday, the need will be
so great, and the technology so sophis-
ticated, that we decide that the bene-
fits of exploration and development of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge are
worth it. But we should only make that
decision after careful deliberation,
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after exhausting all reasonable alter-
natives, and after assuring that this
fragile ecosystem will, in fact, be pro-
tected. Because there’s no margin for
error. If we make a mistake, and allow
development that destroys the unique
character of this special place, the mis-
take will be permanent and, perhaps,
unforgivable.

Mr. President, pulling all of this to-
gether, the benefits of drilling simply
are not worth it. They are not worth
the environmental risks.

Therefore, I urge Members to vote to
maintain the longstanding ban on drill-
ing in the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge, by voting for the Roth amend-
ment.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

Mr. L. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of Senator ROTH’s
amendment to the budget resolution,
and I thank the Senator for his leader-
ship on matters relating to the future
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
or ANWR. The purpose and rationale
behind the Roth amendment is simple:
We should not include revenue assump-
tions in the budget based on oil devel-
opment that will not, and should not,
occur. Such faulty assumptions make
poor fiscal policy and poor environ-
mental policy. The Arctic Refuge is a
national treasure. I support Senator
ROTH’s efforts to designate the area as
wilderness, and I am pleased to add my
name as a cosponsor to the Roth wil-
derness bill.

The crux of this debate is on our val-
ues, our legacy, and what we want to
pass on to future generations. Senator
BAUCUS mentioned the Serengeti Na-
tional Park in Africa, an area immor-
talized in the human imagination for
its beauty and majesty. This amazing
park exists because previous genera-
tions had the foresight to preserve and
protect this area from development. As
Senator BAUCUS said, the Coastal Plain
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
is referred to as the ‘‘American
Serengeti.’’ And like its counterpart in
Africa, this area deserves to be pro-
tected for us, our children, and our
grandchildren.

In 1980, in recognition of the area’s
immense environmental value, as Sen-
ator ROTH said, Congress formally es-
tablished the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. At that time, and after much
debate and deliberation, Congress made
the wise decision to prohibit drilling in
the Coastal Plain pending further re-
view.

Now, only a short 20 years later, ef-
forts are underway to open this area to
development.

I urge my colleagues to resist these
efforts, to look past our short term
needs, and designate the area as wilder-
ness for future generations. The very
definition of a ‘‘refuge’’ means an area
of sanctuary, shelter and protection. In
the case of our wildlife refuges, this

means protecting nature from drilling,
road construction, combustion engines
and all of the other harmful effects of
human beings and their machines. A
large portion of the Alaskan North
Slope is already open to oil exploration
or drilling; we should not subject
ANWR to the same fate.

Some have voiced concern at our in-
creasing dependence on foreign oil, and
our lack of a coherent national energy
policy. I share these concerns, and
agree completely that our country
must take steps to improve our energy
security. But the solution to our en-
ergy problems does not lie underneath
the coastal plain of ANWR, and drilling
there cannot become our energy policy.
Remember, by definition, a refuge is a
place providing protection or shelter—
it is a haven, a sanctuary—we must
make sure that ANWR remains a
haven, a sanctuary.

I thank my colleagues for their con-
sideration, and I respectfully urge
them to support the Roth amendment.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I thank the Senator for yielding.
I stand in complete support of his
amendment, an amendment very simi-
lar to the one offered by my colleague,
the Senator from California, in the
Budget Committee.

It should be kept in context that this
budget resolution, without the Roth
amendment, assumes $1.2 billion in
royalties from the sale of oil from
drilling in the Arctic Wildlife National
Refuge.

I want to say to Members of the Sen-
ate that the reason we are debating
this is because the price of gasoline is
increasing in the United States. People
are more sensitized to the cost of fuel
and energy and the impact it has on
businesses, families, and individuals.

Those who have been salivating for
decades for an opportunity to drill in
this wildlife refuge in Alaska have
jumped at the chance to assume that
we are so consumed by the increase in
energy prices that we will cast aside
any concern for the environment and
the legacy which we should leave to fu-
ture generations.

Senator ROTH is right. We should not
be drilling in ANWR. We have to con-
sider the fact that on the North Slope,
95 percent is already open to explo-
ration. The 5 percent on the Coastal
Plain that we have set aside is to pro-
tect what we have identified as a legiti-
mate, important wildlife refuge.

Oil companies and their supporters
can’t wait to drill in that wildlife ref-
uge. I think it is wrong. I think Sen-
ator ROTH is right, as Senator BOXER
was in committee.

We should say unequivocally in a bi-
partisan fashion on the floor of the
Senate that we need an energy policy,
but we do not need to walk in and dese-
crate a wildlife refuge designed to be
preserved for future generations.

This last Saturday in Belleville, IL, I
paid $1.39 a gallon for regular gasoline.
I then drove 100 miles to Springfield,
IL, and paid $1.49. Yes, prices have in-
creased. Yes, I am sure for families of
limited means and some businesses
there is sacrifice attached to it. But we
shouldn’t use this as a catalyst or a
reason to run headlong into this effort
to desecrate this important environ-
mental refuge.

We need to face the reality that
America needs an energy policy, and
we shouldn’t wait for a gasoline price
crisis to drive us to the point to de-
velop one. Such an energy policy is
going to include a lot of things, such as
looking for responsible areas for oil ex-
ploration and development; also, of
course, energy efficiency not only in
our automobiles but in virtually every-
thing that we use involving energy. Of
course, it will lessen our dependence on
foreign oil sources. We need to look for
alternative fuels.

This is an important, complicated
but a necessary national debate.

This quick fix of drilling in ANWR in
the belief that it is going to bring down
gasoline prices is wrong on two counts.

First, it is not likely to bring them
down, if at all, until years from now.

Second, it really avoids the obvious
responsibility we have to preserve this
important refuge.

Senator ROTH is offering an amend-
ment which is consistent with a mem-
ber of his party who served in the
United States as President many years
ago by the name of Theodore Roo-
sevelt, who said in his efforts to pre-
serve the environment:

We must ask ourselves if we are leaving for
future generations an environment that is as
good or better than what we found.

Senator ROTH’s amendment says this
Senate will go on record leaving a leg-
acy for future generations in the name
and in the memory of Theodore Roo-
sevelt, ‘‘as good or better than what we
found,’’ that we will not allow this ex-
ploitation and exploration of this valu-
able and fragile natural resource.

I stand in complete support of this
amendment.

I yield the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 10

minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
Senator ROTH for offering this amend-
ment. I offered almost an identical
amendment in the Budget Committee,
and it failed on a tie vote. I am very
hopeful that we will do better on the
floor of the Senate. We were able to
pick up one Republican in the com-
mittee. We had all the Democrats. I
think we have a good chance of picking
up, with the help of Senator ROTH and
Senator CHAFEE, some more on their
side of the aisle.

This amendment would strike from
the budget $1.2 billion in receipts that
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the budget resolution assumed would
be received from oil exploration or
drilling operations in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge.

I stand with those who have spoken
very eloquently tonight, and say that
we cannot allow that beautiful, pris-
tine sanctuary—one of the most re-
markable wildlife habitats in the
world—to be spoiled.

We have a beautiful picture, with
which I am sure Senator MURKOWSKI is
familiar.

The wildlife refuge was established in
1960 by a Republican President, Presi-
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower. And it was
for the benefit of his generation and fu-
ture generations; that is, all of us. I
think we have an obligation to keep
that going, just as he kept it going for
us.

From the very beginning, support for
this refuge has been bipartisan. Thank
goodness we see evidence of that on the
Senate floor. Too few times, I am sad
to say, do we see such bipartisanship.
That is why I am delighted to work
with Senator ROTH on this.

This land that President Eisenhower
set aside in the Arctic wilderness is
ecologically unique. It is the last re-
maining region where the complete
spectrum of Arctic and sub-Arctic eco-
systems can be found. It includes the
highest peaks and glaciers of the
Brooks Range.

President Eisenhower’s Secretary of
the Interior, Fred Seaton, called the
new Arctic Refuge ‘‘one of the most
magnificent wildlife and wilderness
areas in North America . . . a wilder-
ness experience not duplicated any-
where else.’’

Nothing has changed since then. It is
still there. But we can destroy it here.

I am stunned that the Budget Com-
mittee let this go. I am stunned the
majority on the Budget Committee put
in $1.2 billion as if we were going to
allow this to happen next year. We are
not going to allow this to happen.

I would like to say tonight to my
good friend from Alaska, whom I re-
spect—we have some good arguments
now and then, and we probably will
have them again—that we are going to
fight this out. To put $1.2 billion in as
if we were going to start getting re-
ceipts from this next year makes no
sense at all.

I can guarantee—I shouldn’t say that
because you never can guarantee any-
thing around here, but I believe we will
have more than 41 people who will
stand on their feet as long as it takes
to stop that from happening.

To put it in the budget resolution,
No. 1, is wrong because it is presuming
the Senate is going to approve this
when I don’t believe it will happen.

This area is tremendously rich with
nearly 200 different wildlife species in-
cluding polar bears, grizzlies, wolves,
caribou, and a whole list of others, in-
cluding millions of migratory birds.
Amazingly, birds from the Arctic Ref-
uge fly to or through every State in
the continental United States of Amer-

ica. This is not only an Alaska issue.
We all benefit from this refuge. I can-
not reconcile the concept of drilling
with a wildlife refuge. It seems to me
they don’t go together. If you are going
to set aside a wildlife refuge, you
should not allow drilling there at all.
Drilling will raise disturbing questions
about what our refuges are for. If wild-
life are not guaranteed protection from
oil drilling, where are they safe?

My colleague, Senator ROTH, has in-
troduced legislation, of which I am a
cosponsor, which would forever safe-
guard this great national treasure by
designating it wilderness area. This
permanently protects it from oil explo-
ration and development. That protec-
tion is warranted and reasonable. As
Senator DURBIN has pointed out, nearly
95 percent of the arctic slope is avail-
able to industry for oil and gas devel-
opment. It makes sense to shield this
last remaining piece. I hope Chairman
ROTH’s wilderness proposal will get full
consideration.

Instead, what are we seeing? Instead
of moving forward with that wonderful
piece of legislation that has bipartisan
support, we have a budget resolution
that essentially slaps its hand at Sen-
ator ROTH’s legislation and includes
$1.2 billion, as if we will open it up
without a fight.

It isn’t going to happen. It is not re-
alistic. It is funny numbers. It isn’t
going to happen. We are not going to
let it happen. What we should be doing
is passing Senator ROTH’s legislation
for our wilderness instead of plugging
in a number.

It reminds me of the fight over the
Presidio. Senator MURKOWSKI from
Alaska helped me save the Presidio.
One year, I say to Senator MURKOWSKI,
there was a plug put in the budget of $1
billion for selling the Presidio. As I ex-
plained to my friends, that will never
happen; the city and county of San
Francisco would not allow this mag-
nificent former military base to be-
come anything other than a park; you
are not going to get $1 billion there. Fi-
nally, I prevailed on my colleagues.
They backed off and we never put the
plug in.

And we are prevailing tonight. Don’t
put that $1.2 billion plug in because it
is not real. It is wrong. It goes against
what we ought to be doing.

I understand the rising gas price phe-
nomenon because I am in a State that
has some of the highest gas prices. Be-
lieve me, it hurts at the pump. We are
looking at $2 a gallon where I come
from.

My constituency wants me to do
something about it, and I have come up
with a plan. The plan is pretty
straightforward. No. 1, why are we ex-
porting gas from Alaska to other coun-
tries when we need to use it here? That
is 68,000 barrels a day. Second, why
don’t we increase the energy efficiency
of SUVs and light trucks? That will
bring 1 million barrels a day. We can do
that to get them up to 27 miles per gal-
lon. That can be done.

Why don’t we say there should be a
moratorium on the oil company merg-
ers? We know less competition brings
higher prices. It is the rule of a capital-
istic system. We need more competi-
tion. That is what we ought to be
doing. We ought not be drilling in a
wildlife refuge on the coast of Cali-
fornia or any of our magnificent off-
shore areas.

The American people realize this. I
have letters favoring Senator ROTH’s
bill. Tonight I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the RECORD letters
from several environmental organiza-
tions, including the League of Con-
servation Voters, that will use this as a
scored vote.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

LEAGUE OF
CONSERVATION VOTERS,

April 4, 2000.
Re Protect the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-

uge—Vote ‘‘YES’’ on the Roth Arctic Wil-
derness Amendment to the 2001 Budget
Resolution

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: The League of Conserva-
tion Voters (LCV) is the bipartisan political
voice of the national environmental commu-
nity. Each year, LCV publishes the National
Environmental Scorecard, which details the
voting records of members of Congress on en-
vironmental legislation. The Scorecard is
distributed to LCV members, concerned vot-
ers nationwide, and the press.

The League of Conservation Voters urges
you to protect the biological heart of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge by sup-
porting an amendment offered by Senator
Roth (R–DE) to the 2001 Budget Resolution
that opposes opening the Refuge to oil drill-
ing. Currently the budget resolution assumes
revenues from drilling in the Refuge.

Some members of Congress are using the
current high price of gasoline as a pretext to
open the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to
oil drilling. The current price of gasoline in
no way justifies destroying this national
treasure. Development of the Refuge’s coast-
al plain will not impact oil supplies until far
into the future, and the amount of oil that
lies beneath it is minimal compared to our
national energy needs.

The Arctic Refuge is home to wolves, polar
bears, caribou and millions of migratory
birds. It is also the last 5% of Alaska’s vast
north coastline that remains off-limits to
the oil companies. And the Refuge plays an
integral part in the lives of the Gwich’in peo-
ple who depend on the seasonal migrations of
the caribou for both survival and cultural
identity.

Protecting the wilderness values of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is one of the
top priorities of the national environmental
community. LCV urges you to vote ‘‘YES’’
on Senator Roth’s amendment to protect the
Arctic Refuge.

LCV’s Political Advisory Committee will
consider including votes on this issue in
compiling LCV’s 2000 Scorecard. If you need
more information, please call Betsy Loyless
in my office at (202) 785–8683.

Sincerely,
DEB CALLAHAN,

President.
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NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL,

April 4, 2000.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: I am writing on behalf of
the more than 400,000 Natural Resources De-
fense Council (NRDC) members from across
the country to respectfully urge you to op-
pose any legislative provisions that would
open up the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
(ANWR) to oil exploration. As you know, the
FY 2001 Budget Resolution that the Senate
Budget Committee reported to floor includes
damaging language that assumes revenues
from oil drilling in the Arctic Refuge.

Under the guise of combating high gas
prices, some legislators are pressing to open
the Arctic Refuge’s 1.5 million-acre coastal
plain to oil exploitation. The coastal plain is
often called. ‘‘America’s Serengeti’’ because
of its abundant caribou, polar bear, grizzly,
wolf and other wildlife populations, and rep-
resents the last five-percent of Alaska’s Arc-
tic Slope not already open to development. It
would be ill-advised to open up our nation’s
Arctic wilderness for a questionable, short-
term supply of oil.

We respectfully encourage you to oppose
any bill or resolution that would open up the
last pristine wilderness in the Arctic to oil
and gas development, and urge you to sup-
port Senator Roth’s amendment to the 2001
Budget Resolution to strike Arctic Refuge
drilling revenues from the federal budget.

Sincerely,
JOHN H. ADAMS,

President.

NATIONAL PARKS
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION,

April 4, 2000.

Re Oppose degradation of the Arctic Coastal
Plain

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of our 400,000, the
National Parks Conservation Association
strongly urges you to oppose efforts to in-
clude projected revenues from oil drilling in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge’s coastal
plain in the pending Budget Reconciliation
bill.

The Arctic coastal plain has long been rec-
ognized as a spectacular national gem be-
cause of its spectacular scenery and diverse
and abundant wildlife. The coastal plain
richly deserves its tag of ‘‘America’s
Serengeti,’’ as over 130,000 caribou of the
Porcupine herd migrate there every spring to
their calving grounds, and more than 300,000
snow geese are found there in the fall.

Attempts to open the coastal plain for
drilling for oil have reared their head in Con-
gress over the past three decades. Recent in-
creases in gasoline prices have renewed the
call to open the plain for oil production, re-
sulting in an ‘‘assumption’’ of revenue from
drilling in the Arctic Refuge in the Budget
Reconciliation bill.

Opening up the coastal plain would not be
a solution to the short-term increases in gas-
oline prices, nor would it address the na-
tion’s long-term energy strategy. In fact, the
United States Geological Service estimates
that even if oil were found in the coastal
plain, production would never meet more
than two percent of our nation’s oil needs at
any given time. This supply would hardly
justify the production facilities and related
infrastructure that would destroy the unique
character of the coastal plain.

Your support in opposing efforts to pro-
mote oil development and drilling in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is critical.
Thank you for your attention to these con-
cerns.

Sincerely,
TOM KIERNAN,

President.

U.S. PUBLIC INTEREST RESEARCH
GROUP, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
STATE PIRGS,

Washington, DC, April 4, 2000.
DEAR SENATOR: The United States Public

Interest Research Group (U.S. PIRG) urges
you to support an amendment to the Budget
Bill to protect the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. Senator Roth, the sponsor of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge wilderness
bill, will offer an amendment today to strip
language from the Senate Budget bill that
would allow leasing and drilling on the
coastal plain of the Arctic Refuge.

The coastal plain is one of the last un-
spoiled areas left in the United States. Car-
ibou, muskoxen, wolves, polar, black and
brown bears, and thousands of migratory
birds rely on the pristine habitat the Refuge
provides. The annual migration of the 129,000
member Porcupine river caribou herd evokes
images of the long-gone buffalo herds of the
Great Plains. Most states, and a number of
nations in South America, throughout the
Pacific Rim and beyond are visited each year
by birds from the Arctic coastal plain.

The Arctic Refuge is also home to the
Gwich’in, the people of the caribou. The
Gwich’in have lived in and around the Ref-
uge for thousands of years. To them the
coastal plain is sacred. Oil drilling will dam-
age the coastal plain’s environment and
therefore jeopardize one of the last native
subsistence cultures in North America.

Allowing oil drilling and development in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge would
destroy the wilderness, yet would do vir-
tually nothing to ease our energy problems
or lower gas prices. A national energy policy
that emphasizes energy efficiency, increases
auto fuel efficiency standards, and promotes
renewable energy would save more oil than
thought to be in the coastal plain, preserve
sensitive areas like the Arctic Refuge, and
reduce pollution.

U.S. PIRG urges you to support the Roth
Arctic amendment to the Budget bill and to
Save America’s Arctic.

ATHAN MANUEL,
Director, Arctic Wilderness Campaign.

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH,
1025 VERMONT AVE., NW,

Washington, DC, April 4, 2000.
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the thousands

of members of Friends of the Earth, we urge
you to support efforts by Senator ROTH (R–
DE) to protect the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) from being opened for oil ex-
ploration. Currently, the FY 2001 Budget
Resolution (S. Con. Res. 101) includes lan-
guage that assumes receipts from the sale of
oil leases in ANWR. Seismic exploration and
oil drilling in a national refuge is an unac-
ceptable short-term approach to the prob-
lems associated with the current oil crisis,
and one which would have long-term dev-
astating consequences.

ANWR encompasses 19 million acres of
pristine wilderness. Created by President
Dwight Eisenhower in 1960, ANWR is sanc-
tuary for nearly 200 species of wildlife in-
cluding polar bears, grizzlies, wolves, caribou
and millions of birds. The area under consid-
eration for oil exploration—a 1.5 million-acre
coastal plain—is referred to by many sci-
entists as the ‘‘biological heart’’ of the Arc-
tic Refuge and represents the last five per-
cent of Alaska’s Arctic slope not already
open to drilling. Though some maintain that
modern technology allows clean exploration,
many scientists have noted that today’s seis-
mic oil exploration, consisting of large crews
with bulldozers, ‘‘thumper’’ trucks, fuel sup-
ply vehicles and a variety of other tracked
vehicles, is even more damaging to the land-
scape than it has been in the past.

Drilling in ANWR would do little to reduce
U.S. dependency on foreign oil. In fact, the
U.S. Geological Survey has found that

ANWR would provide us with less than six
months worth of oil. A more responsible so-
lution to the problem is to develop and pro-
mote sustainable forms of clean energy.

We should not sell off this priceless wild-
life refuge for a short-term energy fix. Sup-
port Senator ROTH in his efforts to defend
the one of the few remaining natural treas-
ures in the United States.

Sincerely,
COURTNEY CURF,
Legislative Director.

THE IZAAK WALTON
LEAGUE OF AMERICA,

April 4, 2000.
DEAR SENATOR: At the IWLA convention in

19u8, IWLA members from all over the
United States passed a resolution in favor of
Wilderness protection for the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. In June of 1978, I vis-
ited Anchorage, Valdez and Prudhoe Bay
with seven IWLA board members, as guests
of Arctic Power and the State of Alaska—
who wanted us to change our policy.

After a grueling four-day schedule, during
which our members interviewed hundreds of
Alaskans, we sat together quietly together
and unanimously agreed that our policy
should remain unchanged. Our decision was
reaffirmed by our 1998 convention. While we
did not presume to know what the future
might bring, and did not go so far as to say
that the Refuge should never be opened to oil
development, we were certain that it should
not be developed today.

Any oil from the Refuge will have an im-
perceptible impact on our nation’s depend-
ence on foreign oil. Almost any adjustment
in CAFE standards would do more. As time
passes and technology improves, more oil
can be recovered at significantly less impact
to the environment if it is indeed needed for
national security.

The 45,000 members of the Izaak Walton
League of America support full Wilderness
protection for the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge and oppose any oil development in
the Refuge at this time.

Sincerely,
PAUL W. HANSEN,

Executive Director.

SIERRA CLUB,
Washington, DC, March 17, 2000.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: Oil prices are arising be-
cause OPEC—the cartel of oil exporting
countries—is manipulating the market to
drive up petroleum prices. Many in Congress
are seeking legislative redress for Americans
who face higher prices at the pump. But
some in Congress are using the oil price hike
to renew their call to open the coastal plain
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil
and gas development. Consumers are seeking
answers, but drilling the Arctic Refuge is not
the solution.

America cannot drill its way to energy
independence. We import more than half of
our oil, 56% at present, and the United
States contains less than 3% of the world’s
known oil reserves. Any way you look at it,
increased domestic production does not add
up to energy independence. Though some say
the answer to our nation’s energy needs lie
below the surface of the coastal plain, the Si-
erra Club believes that this spectacular land-
scape should not be sacrificed.

No one knows how much, if any, oil lies be-
neath the coastal plain. In 1998, the United
States Geological Service (USGS) published
a determination of the mean estimate of eco-
nomically recoverable oil as 3.2 billion bar-
rels of oil. That’s less than a six-month sup-
ply at current consumption rates and even at
peak production, arctic oil would represent
only 2% of total U.S. daily demand.
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95% of Alaska’s vast North Slope is already

available for oil and gas exploration and
leasing. The coastal plain of the Arctic Ref-
uge represents the last 5% that remains off-
limits to drilling.

The coastal plain of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge is America’s serengeti. Nes-
tled between the towering mountains of the
Brooks Range and the Beaufort Sea in north-
east Alaska, the narrow 1.5 million acre
coastal plain in the biological heart of this
untamed wilderness. It is home to unique
and abundant wildlife: wolves, polar bear,
musk ox and wolverine. A myriad of bird spe-
cies rely on the coastal plain for breeding,
nesting and migratory stopovers on trips as
far away as the Baja peninsula, the Chesa-
peake Bay, and even Antarctica. The coastal
plain is also the calving grounds for the
129,000 member Porcupine River Caribou
herd, which migrates over 400 miles each
year to this same place to give birth to their
young. It is a migration reminiscent of the
buffalo that once roamed the great plains.

It doesn’t matter how much or how little
oil may lie underneath the coastal plain.
Drilling the Arctic Refuge would be as short-
sighted as damming the Grand Canyon or
tapping Old Faithful. More drilling isn’t the
answer—reducing our dependency on oil is
the solution. America needs a long-term en-
ergy strategy that is based on conservation
and renewables, alternative energy sources,
and raising the Corporate Average Fuel
Economy standards for automobiles and
light trucks. Such a long-term strategy will
help America ultimately decrease its depend-
ency on oil and allow us to protect our na-
tional treasures like the Arctic Refuge for
future generations.

We urge you to oppose legislative attempts
to open the coastal plain of the Arctic Ref-
uge to oil and gas development. The Sierra
Club opposes S. 2214, Senator Frank Mur-
kowski’s development bill, and will strenu-
ously oppose attempts to insert arctic drill-
ing revenue assumptions in the Budget Reso-
lution.

Instead, we urge you to support a bill, S.
867, authored by Senator William Roth of
Delaware and cosponsored by 24 other Sen-
ators, that would grant permanent protec-
tion to the coastal plain of the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. OPEC’s manipulation
of oil prices is no excuse to drill in our last
great wilderness. Thank you for your consid-
eration of this very important issue.

Sincerely,
CARL POPE,

Executive Director.

Mrs. BOXER. I also have a letter
written by the Ambassador from Can-
ada saying that it is very important we
support Senator ROTH’S legislation. I
ask unanimous consent to have that
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CANADIAN EMBASSY,
AMBASSADOR DU CANADA,
Washington, DC, April 3, 2000.

Hon. BARBARA BOXER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOXER, I am writing to ex-
press Canada’s concern with the proposal in
the budget under consideration by the Sen-
ate to seek revenues from prospective lease
sales in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.
Any decision to proceed with oil and gas de-
velopment in the Arctic Refuge will have se-
rious implications for Canada.

Canada joins with many Americans in the
belief that opening up the Arctic Refuge to
hydrocarbon development will cause major

disruptions in the sensitive calving grounds
and will affect migratory patterns of the
Porcupine Caribou Herd on which thousands
of Canadian and American native peoples de-
pend.

In signing the 1987 Canada-United States
Agreement on the Conservation of the Por-
cupine Caribou Herd, both governments rec-
ognized the transboundary nature of these
wildlife resources and our joint responsi-
bility for protecting them.

In 1984, Canada gave permanent wilderness
protection to its portion of the caribou
calving grounds by creating the Ivvavik Na-
tional Park. The critical calving grounds in
the United States, however, do not have for-
mal protection and remain vulnerable to de-
velopment, as evidenced by the recent budg-
etary proposal.

Canada has consistently stated that the
best way to ensure the future of the shared
wildlife populations of the Arctic Coastal
Plain is to designate the ‘‘1002 Lands’’ as wil-
derness, thereby providing permanent, equal
protection on both sides of the border to
these irreplaceable living resources.

I very much appreciate your support for
wilderness protection for all of the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. I hope that you
find Canadian views helpful in your delibera-
tions with your colleagues on this matter.

Yours sincerely,
RAYMOND CHRE

´
TIEN,

Ambassador.

Mrs. BOXER. They say we need to do
this in order to uphold our agreement
with Canada to protect the Porcupine
caribou herd which depends upon the
refuge for its survival.

In closing, I am very pleased to join
with Senator ROTH. I thank my rank-
ing member, Senator LAUTENBERG, for
being so supportive of this amendment
when I offered it in the committee. We
delivered every single Democrat for the
environment. I was proud of that. I was
very pleased we had an additional vote
in the committee from the Republican
side, Senator SNOWE. I thank her from
the bottom of my heart.

Again, this is a bipartisan issue. It
dates back to the Eisenhower adminis-
tration. Let us stand together across
party lines. Let us get rid of this $1.2
billion revenue. It is wrong to put it in
there because it is wrong to drill in
this refuge. It is wrong to put it in
there because it, frankly, isn’t going to
happen.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Will the Senator
from California yield?

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L.
CHAFEE). The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield on
your time.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I note that the
picture my friend from California iden-
tified—and that is an extraordinary
picture of the Brooks Range, as she
may not know—is nowhere near the
Coastal Plain, the 1002 area about
which we are talking. It is probably
somewhere between 80 and 100 miles
away. That is the wilderness we are
committed to support and does not rep-
resent at all the Coastal Plain which is
the issue before us.

Mrs. BOXER. We were given it from
people in your State supporting it.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. It is a beautiful
picture of Brooks Range, but it is not
the 1002 area.

Mrs. BOXER. They sent it directly
from your State.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I wouldn’t want
the Senate to be misled.

Mrs. BOXER. It comes from your
people from your State. If they were
misleading, I am surprised about that.

Mr. ROTH. I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the
budget resolution assumes revenues
from leasing the lands in the Coastal
Plain of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge for oil drilling.

I, too, support the efforts of the sen-
ior Senator from Delaware to ensure
that drilling in the Arctic Refuge is
not used as a revenue assumption. I
have also long been a cosponsor of his
bill to designate the Coastal Plain of
the Arctic Refuge as a wilderness area.

Not only do I support this amend-
ment along with many Members of this
body, but also I support this amend-
ment along with Members of the other
body who have worked so hard on this
issue. I particularly recognize the ef-
forts of my colleague in the other body,
Mr. VENTO, who so long and so well has
led the fight to designate the refuge as
wilderness.

I am concerned this assumption obli-
gates Congress to decide whether or
not to drill on the Coastal Plain refuge
before we decide whether or not it
should be designated as wilderness.
Drilling on the Coastal Plain allows an
activity that is generally considered to
be incompatible with designated wil-
derness areas.

In addition, I am concerned about the
potential impact drilling would have
upon the existing wilderness, the area
that was just being discussed, existing
wilderness in the Arctic Refuge. Eight
million acres south of the Coastal
Plain are already designated as wilder-
ness. I want my colleagues to be aware
the drilling question does not only im-
pact our ability to make future wilder-
ness designations in the refuge but also
may impact areas that we have already
protected in the public trust.

I suggest even if the previous por-
trayal by the Senator from California
was of an area that is already pro-
tected, that is part of the point. Drill-
ing in this area could have an impact
on the already-protected area. I want
to speak to my colleagues who may be
considering allowing drilling in the ref-
uge in light of current high oil prices.
Supporters of drilling argue that the
Arctic Refuge has the potential of
yielding 16 billion barrels of oil. That
figure, I am afraid, represents the out-
side limit of probabilities for an assess-
ment area that includes the Arctic Ref-
uge, Coastal Plain, plus adjacent areas
where exploration has already taken
place. When you look at just the Coast-
al Plain, the correct low-probability
estimate of oil is 11.8 billion barrels of
undiscovered oil; 25 percent less than
the 16-billion-barrel figure. Moreover,
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USGS assigns a probability of 5 per-
cent, or 1 chance in 20, to the possi-
bility that a field of that magnitude
will be discovered. The mean estimate
for technically recoverable oil is con-
siderably lower, and the figure for oil
that is economically recoverable is
lower still. In fact, USGS concluded
that the refuge is capable of producing,
altogether, approximately 3.2 billion
barrels of oil. That is only one-fifth the
amount of oil we have heard might be
available.

If including this assumption in the
budget resolution may impair our abil-
ity to make a decision about the wil-
derness qualities of the refuge in the
future, and if the refuge does not con-
tain as much oil as we thought, why
are we considering drilling? Consider
this: Oil companies with an interest in
drilling in the refuge poured millions
of dollars of soft money into the coffers
of the political parties in 1999; millions
of dollars in just 1 year, and it was an
off-year election at that. I would like
to briefly call the bankroll on just a
few of the oil companies that would
profit from opening the refuge to drill-
ing so my colleagues and the public can
have a fuller picture of what is at
stake.

Last year, giant political donor At-
lantic Richfield, its executives and sub-
sidiaries, gave more than $880,000 in
soft money to the parties. The recently
merged Exxon-Mobil, its executives
and subsidiaries, gave more than
$340,000 in soft money in 1999. And in
1999, BP Amoco, the result of another
oil megamerger, gave over $361,000 in
soft money, along with its executives
and subsidiaries.

This is quite an influx of cash. In a
day and age where wealthy interests
drop $100,000 checks to the parties on a
regular basis, the huge donations of the
oil and gas industry are still remark-
able. As we examine this issue closely,
I think we have to keep the industry’s
donations and the resulting political
clout in mind as we debate this legisla-
tion.

As I have said, the facts do not point
toward drilling in the refuge. The ref-
uge does not contain as much oil as we
thought. What is more, including this
in the budget resolution may cause
problems down the road as we decide
about the wilderness qualities of the
refuge in the future.

For these reasons, I support the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from Delaware. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
rise in strong support of the Roth
amendment.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
to me for 1 minute?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I am happy to
yield.

Mrs. BOXER. If the Senator will
yield, I just got a call from the Alaska
Wilderness League. I want to tell Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI what they said. They
said that photograph was taken by a

biologist from the Alaska Fish and
Game Department, and it is from the
1002 area in the Coastal Plain. So that
biologist was contacted. I just wanted
to correct the RECORD. If Senator MUR-
KOWSKI wants to call that biologist, I
will get his name, but it is, in fact, a
photo——

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I would appreciate
it if the Senator will get his name so
we can contact him.

Mrs. BOXER. Adam Kolton is the in-
dividual who just talked to the biolo-
gist. I will get the phone number.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. He is a photog-
rapher for the Alaska Wilderness——

Mrs. BOXER. No, he got the picture I
showed from the area you disputed
from a biologist from the Alaska Fish
and Game, and he can provide you the
name of that individual.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The photograph
was provided by whom?

Mrs. BOXER. A biologist from the
Alaska Fish and Game Department.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. They gave it to
you?

Mrs. BOXER. They gave it to your
people in Alaska, the Alaska Wilder-
ness League.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Thank you.
Mr. ROTH. I yield 10 minutes to the

Senator from New Jersey.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the

chairman of the Finance Committee. I
congratulate Senator ROTH for this
amendment because this is not an easy
one for him to do. The fact of the mat-
ter is, there is an assumption that
there would be $1.2 billion in revenues
resulting from this. But the question
is, What is the appropriate thing to do?
Again, Senator ROTH, chairman of the
Finance Committee, knows only too
well how difficult it is to raise reve-
nues, but I wanted to make sure we do
the right thing.

So I am pleased to support Senator
ROTH’s amendment. It expresses very
clearly the sense of the Senate that
these provisions, those that allow drill-
ing in the ANWR, are not to be in-
cluded in this resolution.

The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
is the second largest wildlife refuge in
the United States. It takes in a lot of
territory, 19 million acres of moun-
tains, forests, wetlands, wild rivers,
tundra. It is home to a spectacular va-
riety of plants and animals—caribou
and polar bears, grizzly bears, wolves,
quantities of migratory birds, the
things that everyone of us would like
our children and grandchildren to be
able to see, to be able to believe that
the animals that were here when their
father or grandfathers or great grand-
fathers came on this Earth—that they
will be able to see them as well; not
just in picture books, but in real life—
grizzly bears and polar bears, wonder-
ful things.

A legacy is more important, frankly,
than some of the money we are talking
about to fund programs. The most im-
portant legacy we can leave our chil-

dren and our grandchildren is a natural
condition that enables them to see the
animals, see the forests, go fishing in
the streams, drink the water. That is
the issue. The presence of these migra-
tory birds, and grizzly bears, so many
other species, in a nearly undisturbed
state, have led some to call the area
America’s Serengeti.

I have been to the Serengeti and I
have been to the ANWR. I flew up there
right after the Exxon Valdez ran
aground. I was up there within 2 days
of the time the Exxon Valdez ran
aground. I was chairman of the Sub-
committee on Transportation, which
had the Coast Guard as one of its re-
sponsibilities. The Coast Guard air-
plane picked me up and flew me up
there immediately. I wanted to see
what was happening.

I will never forget the sight of that
oil sheen floating across Prince Wil-
liam Sound. By then, very good people
in our Government, the Forest Service
and others, were up there picking up
birds, seals—oil covered, couldn’t
breathe—on these tiny little islands,
put there by helicopters. It looked like
a dangerous assignment. But you could
see the reach of the oil just fingering
out all across Prince William Sound. It
was a devastating thing to see.

I was an environmentalist before I
came here and I still am. By environ-
mentalist I don’t mean I just con-
tribute to the environmental organiza-
tions or anything like that. I genuinely
love the environment. It is the one
thing that gives continuity through
the ages that perhaps we can protect.

The nearby Continental Shelf pro-
vides the coastal waters with a rich nu-
trient base, allowing the region high
productivity which in turn supports an
unusually wide variety of marine mam-
mal diversity—ANWR.

I flew across the ANWR in a single-
engine airplane when I was up on my
visit to Prince William Sound because
I wanted to see what the area was like.
What I saw were abandoned oil rigs in
an area called Dead Horse, the Prudhoe
Bay area.

I saw rusting derricks and abandoned
junk lying there. It was a pitiful blight
on that beautiful expanse of nature.

I then flew over the ANWR, this snow
desert. I saw signs of some animals. It
was a breathtaking sight. I then made
a pledge to myself that I would do
whatever I could to protect this pris-
tine area. I owed it to my children who
may never get up there to see it, but
they have a relationship with that area
that is inexplicable but nevertheless
real.

I returned from the South Pole in
January. I am not an adventurer, but I
am interested in what happens in our
world. I went down there to see what
was happening with climate change
and the National Science Foundation. I
went there to see whether or not there
were things we could discover about
our climate change and our environ-
ment about which we could do some-
thing.
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Scientists are still trying to search

out what it is that is causing the ice
melts in the South Pole that causes—I
address myself to Senator ROTH—a
piece of the ice continent to break up,
as they described it, twice the size of
the State of Delaware and before that a
piece the size of the State of Rhode Is-
land. The next thing we know, we are
going to see a piece floating out there
the size of Texas, and then we will hear
a squawk in here because that ice is
melting rapidly. Seventy percent of the
world’s fresh water is stored in the
South Pole.

I relate the North and South Poles to
our existence, and that environmental
paradise called ANWR is part of that.

Arctic ecosystems are delicately bal-
anced and are some of the most eco-
logically sensitive ecosystems in the
world. The harsh climate and short
growing season leave very little time
for species that have been harmed to
adequately recover. The system’s short
food chains make a loss of a portion of
the chain even more significant. This
delicate balance can easily be dis-
rupted by human intrusion.

Oil exploration threatens the eco-
systems that surround it through noise
pollution, air pollution, on and offshore
oil spills, and the destruction of the
natural habitat. We all remember the
horror of the Exxon Valdez spill—the
images of the birds and seals and other
animals covered in oil, their life lit-
erally being choked out of them. We re-
member the wide eyes on our children’s
faces as they watched the natural
beauty of Alaska being destroyed. We
saw it on television.

According to the Exxon Valdez Trust-
ee Council, many of the natural re-
sources injured in that spill still show
little, if any, sign of recovery. The dan-
ger is real. The Exxon Valdez spill took
place in 1989. There was a lawsuit
against Exxon. It was resolved in a
damage suit which awarded $5.3 billion.
Of that, $300 million has been paid—
$300 million in a $5.3 billion award.
That was over 10 years ago.

What restitution was given to the
fishermen and those who depend on the
area for their livelihood? What restitu-
tion was made to those species that
were endangered, whether it was ea-
gles, seals, ducks, you name it? Some
of them suffocated because of the film
of oil that covered their natural struc-
ture.

Here we are. That is what happens
when the environment is damaged.

We are all aware of the problems this
country is facing from higher oil
prices, and our people should not have
to pay for profiteering by OPEC, espe-
cially those people in the modest in-
come category who depend on oil to
heat their homes.

Prices at the pump have risen dra-
matically in the last year. My own
State of New Jersey was hit hard by ex-
tremely high prices for home heating
oil during a surprisingly cold winter, as
it was throughout the Northeast. The
occupant of the Chair who is from the

State of Rhode Island knows about
what we are talking.

We should use this wake-up call to
increase our efforts in conservation. I
have not heard two words about con-
servation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes from the reso-
lution.

We have to talk about energy con-
servation. We have to work at it, and
we need the cooperation of everybody—
citizens, automobile manufacturers, all
of us. We need to be energy efficient
and explore the use of alternative
sources of energy, instead of just fall-
ing to: Well, let’s drill in the ANWR.

We should also strongly encourage
our friends in OPEC, as President Clin-
ton has, to significantly increase pro-
duction. I will tell my colleagues
straight out, I believe they owe it to
us. Although I think the increase that
was just enacted should have been larg-
er, I was slightly encouraged by
OPEC’s decision to increase production
which will help to stabilize our prices.

It is essential we continue our efforts
on this front, and I look forward to an-
other OPEC production increase at
their June meeting. We have to remind
the oil-producing nations in the Middle
East that when they dialed 911, we an-
swered the phone with over 400,000 of
our young people put on their soil to
defend Saudi Arabia and Kuwait and
the surrounding area. We placed our
young people in harm’s way to protect
what was interpreted to be a global in-
terest.

We sent our young people far from
home, into danger, causing a lot of dis-
ruption in their lives. We are still not
sure of the consequences of exposure to
a polluted environment. Our citizens
are suffering, and it is time for them to
return the favor. Friendship is a two-
way street. We have to ask for favors
as easily as we dole them out.

I am pleased to tell the American
people that some relief is in sight. I
look forward to more positive news in
June. What we cannot do is use this
situation as an excuse to endanger
even more of our dwindling natural re-
sources.

I speak as the ranking member of the
Budget Committee. While I disagreed
with the outcome of the budget resolu-
tion, the fact of the matter is, we
worked diligently to fashion a budget
resolution on which we could agree.

One of the things that passed with a
majority vote was to gain $1.2 billion
in revenues from drilling in ANWR.
Senator BOXER, so eloquent in her re-
sponse, reminds us that even in the
Budget Committee there was doubtful
about whether or not this source of
revenue ought to be allowed. It was an
11–11 tie. It took a bipartisan effort,
even though there was only one Repub-
lican. It is significant that this Repub-
lican Senator was voting with the
Democrats because that is almost a no-
no, as we say, but it happened.

Senator ROTH is making an earnest
appeal to save a wildlife preserve, na-
ture’s bounty, for all of us. It is not
simply an Alaskan problem, it is a na-
tional problem. It is a global problem,
and we must not allow that drilling to
take place.

I commend the Senator from Dela-
ware for his amendment. I hope my col-
leagues will support it. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. I ask my colleague
from Alaska to yield me up to 15 min-
utes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I am happy to
yield my friend from Oklahoma 15 min-
utes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first, I
want, one, to compliment my colleague
from Alaska for his statement on this
amendment.

I would like to make a couple com-
ments in general about our energy poli-
cies. There has been somewhat of an oil
shortage, so there has been an increase
in gasoline prices. A lot of Americans,
a lot of our constituents, have said:
Well, what are you going to do about
it?

Gasoline prices are going up. OPEC is
strengthening their hand. The adminis-
tration has sent Secretary Richardson
to go over and beg OPEC countries to
please increase their production.

Some of us on this side have com-
plained about the administration not
having an energy policy. I have tried to
correct them. I think the administra-
tion has an energy policy. I have
looked at and reviewed the Clinton-
Gore administration’s energy policy for
the last 7 years. It is fairly consistent.

In 1993, they came up with a Btu tax.
They were going to have a tax sur-
charge on Btu’s. In 1993 the Democrats
controlled both the House and the Sen-
ate, but that did not pass anyway. We
defeated it.

They did pass a gasoline tax increase.
As a matter of fact, Vice President
GORE broke the tie. They increased
gasoline taxes. You might think that
was for roads and highways and infra-
structure. No. It was for general reve-
nues. So they could spend more money
and it passed by one vote, the Vice
President’s vote. In addition, the ad-
ministration has done nothing to in-
crease domestic oil production. So our
reliance on imports has grown signifi-
cantly. It has grown very dramatically.

They did sign the Kyoto accord.
Though it is truly a treaty, they will
not call it a treaty and they have not
sent it to the Senate for ratification.
One of the reasons is, in the Senate we
had a vote of 95–5 that said we would
not ratify a treaty that was particu-
larly punitive to this country and did
not apply to many countries, ‘‘little’’
countries like China, Mexico, and
India. It is a very poorly thought out
agreement that Vice President GORE is
very proud of and that this administra-
tion wants us to comply with, but they
will not send it to us for ratification. It
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is the equivalent of increasing costs on
all fuels, particularly oil-related fuels.

The administration, likewise, has
had the policy of restricting access to
public lands as far as drilling. They
want to expand the moratorium on off-
shore drilling. That is the administra-
tion’s position.

Vice President GORE, in a political
speech in New Hampshire, said he
wanted to ban offshore drilling. I guess
that sells well in New Hampshire. But
that would mean our reliance on im-
ported oil would grow even more.

They have a policy, but their policy
has been a disaster. As a result of that
policy we are much more dependent on
foreign sources.

What has happened? I mentioned the
administration and the Secretary run-
ning around begging OPEC countries to
produce more oil.

Frankly, one of the biggest increases
in oil production of any country world-
wide is Iraq. What has the administra-
tion done with Iraqi oil? We have had
an embargo on Iraqi oil production
since the war in 1991 where we lost
about 147 American lives, where we
spent billions of dollars, where we had
550,000 troops in Iraq. We fought a war
to get Iraq out of Kuwait, to stop their
aggression, and their efforts to take
over not only Kuwait but probably to
expand throughout the Persian Gulf re-
gion. We stopped that.

We also wanted to stop their aggres-
sion in building weapons of mass de-
struction. So we set up a compliance
regime that said: We are going to have
onsite inspectors to make sure Iraqis
were not building nuclear weapons,
chemical weapons, or biological weap-
ons. We are going to enforce that.
Those inspectors are going to make
sure they are not building those weap-
ons so they could not continue to
threaten their neighbors.

Saddam Hussein threatened to burn
Israel with the use of chemical and bio-
logical weapons.

We had arms control inspectors, and
said: We are going to keep the strangle
hold on their exports, including oil, un-
less they allow an arms control regime.
We had arms control inspectors for
years in Iraq.

What has this administration done?
Year after year, the administration al-
lowed the Iraqis to produce more with
less access for inspectors.

Today, Iraq can produce all the oil it
wants, thanks to support from the
Clinton-Gore administration. And
there are no arms control inspectors—
none, zero—in Iraq today. None.

We have not had an arms control in-
spector in Iraq for over a year. Keep in
mind that we have bombed them. This
administration has bombed Iraq time
and time again. Yet, we have no arms
control inspectors there.

The real leverage, aside from bomb-
ing, was the fuel export valves. The ad-
ministration just said: Open up. As a
matter of fact, they just supported a
resolution that said: We want to assist
them in making their production fa-

cilities grow even more. So now they
are producing 700,000 barrels of oil and
we are going to help them produce a lot
more, but we still do not have one arms
control inspector in Iraq.

I think the administration’s policy
dealing with energy, dealing with Iraq,
has been a disaster.

What can we do? One of the things
the administration is supposed to be
doing is opening up ANWR.

I saw this beautiful picture shown by
my colleague from California of this
pristine area of the Alaska National
Wildlife Refuge. I do not doubt that it
is absolutely gorgeous. I have been
there where they are going to drill,
hopefully, eventually, in the ANWR
area, and it is not that picture, unless
it has changed dramatically—and I do
not see how it could in the area I saw.
Don’t get me wrong, I think Alaska is
one of the most beautiful States any-
where in the country. It is one of the
most beautiful places anywhere in the
world. It is beautiful, gorgeous. But
Alaska is a great, big State.

ANWR covers a lot of land. ANWR, is
approximately 19 million acres, about
the size of South Carolina, a little less
than about half the size of my State of
Oklahoma. That is ANWR, the Alaska
National Wildlife Refuge. That is a big
area: 19 million acres. That is a lot of
land. That is a big refuge. I am sure it
has some beautiful areas in it.

Where they are proposing to drill
comprises about 2,000 acres; and that
area is not at all like the picture just
shown. While most of Alaska is gor-
geous, this area is not the most
prestine.

Drilling can be accommodated there
without hurting the environment.
There are people who say: Wait a
minute. Drilling in Prudoe Bay, that
has been disastrous for the environ-
ment. Drilling in Endicott Field, which
is not too far away from there, has
been disastrous for the environment.

I disagree. That is not the case.
They say: Drilling in that area would

be bad for the caribou. That is not fac-
tually borne out. The caribou around
the Alaska oil pipeline has been a very
big plus. The only place we really have
not seen a lot of caribou is in the Alas-
ka National Wildlife Refuge; they are
all over by the Alaska oil pipeline.
There are a lot of caribou.

I am all for the caribou. I am strong-
ly in favor of wildlife development. We
have more visitors in the Oklahoma
Wildlife Refuge than any other wildlife
refuge in the country. We are proud of
it. It is a beautiful area and a treasure
in our state. I want to encourage that.
I want to encourage it in Alaska. But
you can do this in a sound, environ-
mental way, and also reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil sources. We can
do this and increase production domes-
tically so we will not be so dependent,
so our Energy Secretary will not have
to have to hold a tin cup saying: Please
give us more.

We can do so much more. We can do
so much better. We can do it in an en-

vironmentally sensitive manner. We
can do it in a way that is compatible
with the caribou, compatible with wild-
life, compatible with all the beautiful
scenery that we have in Alaska, and
not do any damage whatsoever to the
environment.

We can have a more sensible, sane en-
ergy policy where we are not just
spending billions and billions of dollars
overseas. Our dependence on foreign
sources has grown so dramatically that
we are a lot more vulnerable than any-
one realizes.

We had shortages in 1973 and 1979. We
were importing something like 36 per-
cent in 1973. Today we are importing 56
percent. That number is growing every
year. We will be at two-thirds probably
in another 10 or 15 years.

We had shortages in 1973 when we im-
ported 36 percent. Today we are im-
porting 56 percent.

In 1979, we had a shortage, and the
shortage was significant. That meant
we had brownouts. That meant fac-
tories had to close. That meant there
were gas lines galore. People were lined
up. Their biggest problem was getting
through gas lines in their cars so they
could get to work, if their factories
were opened because there was an en-
ergy shortage.

We do not want to replay that. We do
not want to become that dependent.
Yet we are marching on a dependency
line that is unbelievable. We can do
things to prevent it.

One of things we could do is supple-
ment Alaska production, which has
been declining dramatically. I am sure
every person who has been speaking
about how bad it would be to drill in
ANWR would also be opposed to
Prudhoe Bay.

Prudhoe Bay was at one time pro-
ducing 2 million barrels of oil at its
peak. Today, it is declining. Now it is
down to about 1.2 million barrels of oil
a day and continues to decline. We
need to supplement that or else we will
have an even greater dependency. As
Alaska pipeline Prudhoe Bay produc-
tion continues to decline, our depend-
ency will only rise.

We can open up ANWR to help pre-
vent this. I urge my colleagues to
think about the future. It is going to
take years to get this on line, to allevi-
ate some of the shortages and curtail-
ments and dependency we will have 5
years from now, 10 years from now, 15
years from now. If we stay on this
present course, we will be importing 60
percent or 70 percent of our oil needs
and be very dependent, frankly, in
some cases on unreliable, unstable
sources such as Iraq, such as Iran, some
of the other Middle East countries that
may get mad at us for whatever reason.

Again, I compliment my colleague
from Alaska. I urge our colleagues to
vote no on the underlying amendment,
the ROTH amendment, tomorrow.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENZI). The Senator from Nevada.
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Mr. ROTH. I say to the majority

whip, we have others waiting to offer
amendments. Have you completed your
time on this amendment? I ask the
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask how much time remains on the
other side as controlled by Senator
ROTH?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven
minutes under the control of Senator
ROTH.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. And I believe
there is an unlimited time, for all prac-
tical purposes, on the underlying
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
remaining on the resolution is 10 hours
58 minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The division of
that time, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
under the control of the minority.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. And the remain-
ing time on this side relative to the
ROTH amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-
five minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I think that may
clarify the time. I am sorry, but I did
not hear the question posed by the mi-
nority whip.

Mr. ROTH. I say to my friend from
Alaska, the majority whip put in a
quorum call. I was just saying that if
you have completed your discussion on
this amendment offered by Senator
ROTH, then we would go ahead and offer
another amendment. The majority
leader has told us to stay around until
we are down to about 81⁄2 hours. So that
is going to be another couple of hours.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I don’t intend to
yield back. Mr. President, I have not
addressed this matter yet. I yielded to
my colleagues on the other side, so I
am prepared to talk at some length.
But out of courtesy, if they want to
proceed, I will wait.

Mr. ROTH. We are anxious to hear
the Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, it
is always amusing to me to learn the
facts about my State, things I didn’t
know. I was 6 or 7 years old when my
family moved to Alaska, and I have
lived extensively throughout the State
and believe I have some knowledge of
facts and some knowledge of fiction.

I again refer to the picture my good
friend from California portrayed. Those
mountains are the Brooks Range. As
this will show you clearly, the Brooks
Range is an area we are committed to
protect. As a matter of fact, it is the
wilderness. The wilderness is not in
jeopardy, in spite of what we have been
led to believe by most of the speakers
who have never been to Alaska in spite
of the invitations extended over the
years.

There are 19 million acres, as my
friend from Oklahoma accurately
pointed out. What we have done with
this, the vision of Congress, was to es-
tablish both a wilderness and a refuge.
The wilderness is approximately 8 mil-
lion acres. The refuge is 9.5 million

acres, leaving this 1002 area, the Coast-
al Plain area, which has been referred
to as the Serengeti of North America.

Let me tell you what is in it because
no one has attempted to describe that.
I find that extraordinary. It is treeless.
It has no mountain. I think the hills
are 1,100, 1,200 elevation. But those are
found 20 to 30 miles from this coast. In
this area, there are 92,000 acres of pri-
vate native land. In the area of
Kaktovik, Kaktovik is a native village.
It has 223 residents and their attendant
housing, their schools, their stores,
their boats, their airstrips, their power
lines, a variety of other modern-day fa-
cilities. The military’s Barter Island
DEW Line radar station is also nearby.
It is hardly accurate to portray this
unique area as the Serengeti of North
America. It is unique, there is no ques-
tion about it.

Now there have been many state-
ments, and unfortunately there is just
not enough time to respond to all of
them. I think we should be sensitive to
recognizing the reality that OPEC is
watching this debate tonight. Saddam
Hussein is watching this debate to-
night. This debate addresses whether
we are committed to reduce our de-
pendence on imported oil or increase it.

The administration, when it made its
profound announcement that they had
been successful in convincing OPEC to
increase its production by 1.7 million
barrels, really left out a few inter-
esting facts. It wasn’t a net of 1.7 mil-
lion barrels. It was actually a net of
500,000 barrels. We know that because
OPEC had been committed to a produc-
tion level of 23 million barrels a day in
March 1999, but they had been cheat-
ing. They had been producing 24.2 mil-
lion barrels a day. So the acknowl-
edged difference between the an-
nounced 1.7 increase and the 1.2 cheat-
ing is only a 500,000 increase. To sug-
gest that is all going to the United
States is a fallacy. We get about 16 per-
cent of it. As a matter of fact, the
arithmetic suggests it is somewhere in
the area of 121,000 barrels of oil, which
is the amount, interestingly enough,
that is consumed in the greater Wash-
ington metropolitan area every day.
The percentage the United States
would get out of that 500,000 barrels is
somewhere in the area of 78,000 barrels
per day. So we don’t even stand still, if
you consider our increasing demand. It
is little or nothing in comparison to
what our needs are.

Consider some of the facts associated
with the lack of an energy policy in
this administration. You can’t help but
be overcome by the reality that we
have learned little from history. We
were 37-percent dependent in 1973.

We are 56-percent dependent on for-
eign oil. The administration acknowl-
edges that we are going to be about 64-
percent dependent on foreign oil by the
year 2015 to 2020. What does that mean
to the coastline of California, New Jer-
sey, or other areas where these tankers
are going to come? The oil is going to
come in, Mr. President. Well, it is esti-

mated that that will mean about 30
giant—foreign, I might add—super-
tankers, each loaded with about 500,000
barrels of crude oil, will have to dock
at U.S. ports every single day of the
year. That is about 10,000 ships—as I
have indicated, most are foreign flag—
unloading in our harbors each year. I
think this indeed creates a substantial
environmental risk because you are
not going to have many of these com-
panies having the deep pockets of
Exxon.

You speak of environmental issues.
Isn’t it better to promote development
domestically when we know the global
environment is going to be protected
than to encourage development from
Iraq or the Russian Arctic, where de-
velopment is done without regard to
the environment? Think about that,
Mr. President. Think about the envi-
ronmental community’s attitude. They
don’t care where the oil comes from, as
long as it doesn’t come from up here in
Alaska. If it comes from the Colombian
rain forest, that is OK. If it comes from
the dilapidated infrastructure of Rus-
sia, where there are leaks all over, no
environmental enforcement, that is OK
with them. It can come from Iraq, and
that is OK.

I find that very ironic. We lost 147
American lives over in Iraq in 1991. We
had nearly 300 wounded and 23 taken
prisoner. The American taxpayers paid
$10 billion to keep Saddam Hussein
fenced in; that is enforcing the no-fly
zone. We have military people sta-
tioned over there to ensure that he
doesn’t break out and invade Kuwait or
threaten Israel. Yet our newest and
fastest growing source of oil imports is
Iraq. It was 300,000 barrels last year; it
is 700,000 barrels this year.

I could go on and on, but clearly Sad-
dam Hussein takes this revenue—and
to suggest that he somehow uses it for
the benefit of his people is obviously
misleading. He uses it to keep the Re-
publican Guard, which, in turn, keeps
him in office—maybe keeps him alive,
for all we know. Do you know what else
he is doing, Mr. President? He is work-
ing with the North Koreans to build
missile technology. What kind of a
threat is that to Israel, or the United
States, or the free world, for that mat-
ter? We are rebuilding Iraq’s cash-flow,
which sustains their economy.

I happen to believe charity begins at
home when it comes to our energy se-
curity. We have the technology. We can
do it right. Let’s look a little bit at a
map of Alaska. Before we do, I see I
have a chart here that reflects Iraq’s
oil exports to the United States. The
exports were virtually nothing in 1997,
and now it is 700,000 barrels a day.
What the administration did the other
day regarding Iraq is, they had the De-
partment of Commerce lift the export
ban on technology, which will allow
Saddam Hussein and Iraq to increase
their production capacity. So the an-
swer of this administration to address
our energy needs is simply to import
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more oil. Don’t worry about any do-
mestic development, we will get our oil
from overseas.

There are a lot of politics in this
issue, the issue of the 1002 Area of the
Arctic Coastal Plain. The politics of
America’s extreme environmental com-
munity is evidence on this floor; it is
evidence with the pictures and with the
dialog and with the Members. I wish to
God the environmental community
would come to grips with reality and
recognize the dependence we have on
imports and what it is doing to our na-
tional energy security—come to grips
with it and help us develop domestic
energy sources with their recommenda-
tions, with attention to their environ-
mental concerns, and help us to do it
right.

So we attempted to do it right in
Alaska. The Congress has attempted to
do it right. We have 56 million acres of
wilderness in my State. As I have said,
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is
an area the size of the State of South
Carolina; it is 19 million acres. We have
set aside, as I have indicated, 9 million
acres in refuge, 8.5 million acres in a
wilderness. But Congress, in its wis-
dom, left this area aside to determine
its management status at a later time,
with the belief that the national en-
ergy security of the country might ne-
cessitate its development.

Let’s look at some factual pictures of
what is going on in the real Alaska.
Here is the real Alaska. Clearly, this is
not in the 1002 area because there is no
exploration activity allowed there. But
I defy you, Mr. President, or any Mem-
ber in this body, to look at this area
and see any difference—you can see the
ocean out here—but any difference
with the general area of the Coastal
Plain in the wintertime. This is a
tough area, with winter 8 months of
the year.

We have heard a lot about pipelines
and a lot about gravel roads. This is
the technology that is used in Alaska
today. That is an ice road there. It is
built up with ice and snow, and some-
times water is added. This is a drill
pad. That is a factual picture of the
technology used today. Let me show
you what it looks like in the summer-
time on the tundra with that same well
capped. That is it. That technology is
utilized in Alaska today because it is
the right thing to do. It is the environ-
mentally compatible thing to do. You
will not see that in any other oil field
in the world. It is a long winter up
there, Mr. President.

We have capabilities, obviously, to
address some of the wildlife concerns
we have heard so much about tonight.
Well, you have seen this before. This is
a picture in Prudhoe Bay, but you
would never know the area from the
Coastal Plain, with the exception of
the pipelines in Prudhoe Bay. Here are
three bears going for a walk, walking
on the pipeline where it is warm. It
sure beats walking on the snow. No-
body is shooting those bears; nobody is
running them down.

We have a picture of some caribou.
We have heard a lot about them from
our experts who have never been to
this area. This is in Prudhoe Bay. This
is an oil field, and this is 35-year-old
technology. These are some live car-
ibou. I can assure you that those are
not stuffed, like some of the conversa-
tion we have heard tonight. This is fac-
tual.

We have a herd of Caribou called the
Porcupine herd and a legitimate con-
cern about that herd because the
Gwich’in people are dependent on it. It
is kind of interesting to look at the
history of this because as you look at
Alaska, you also have to look at Can-
ada because we abut. We have an inter-
esting issue here. The Canadians, about
20 years ago, were very interested in
drilling in the Mackenzie Delta,
thought there was a great opportunity
for oil and gas. So they drilled some 89
holes here in this area on the
Mackenzie Delta, and they also built a
highway called the Dempster Highway.
The interesting thing is that this line
on the map represents the path of the
Porcupine caribou herd. Not only has it
maintained its general stability during
the time these areas were drilled ex-
tensively by the Canadians, but the
caribou cross the highway. Now, it is
not the beltway—I grant you that—but
it is a highway that goes up into the
Canadian Arctic. They wander into
Alaska and go into the Yukon, where
the Gwich’ins make a substantial take
for subsistence purposes.

It is significant that these animals
are adaptable; if you don’t shoot them
or run them down with a snowmachine,
they can flourish. Now we have heard
from the Senator from California, men-
tioning a letter from the Canadian Am-
bassador opposing development of the
1002 area. Yet they thought it was OK
to drill their area. Maybe they are in a
little competition between Canada and
the United States for energy. We buy a
lot of energy from them—a lot of elec-
trical energy—particularly in the
Northeast corridor. They are happy to
do that; Alberta is happy to sell us gas.
Maybe they don’t want us to compete.
I wonder if that could be the motiva-
tion of the Canadian Ambassador.

As we look at our concern over the
Porcupine caribou herd, it is legiti-
mate and the people associated in these
areas are legitimately concerned. But
we have been able to protect the car-
ibou in Prudhoe Bay with 30-year-old
technology. The herd has grown from
3,000 when development began to over
18,000 caribou. You can’t take a gun in.
You can’t shoot them.

It is the technology that we have
going for us now that offers us such a
tremendous opportunity to develop
this resource. If we were back before
this body some 30 years earlier, we
would have heard the debate on the ap-
propriateness of opening up Prudhoe
Bay. Prudhoe Bay was the largest oil
discovery in North America, and it still
is. There was a great deal of debate
over how to develop it, and what the

impact would be, because to get this oil
out, we had to build an 800-mile pipe-
line across the length of Alaska.

We have a chart for those of you who
wonder where that might be. It runs
from the Arctic Ocean clear down
through Fairbanks on to Valdez, where
the oil is then shipped down to the
west coast where it is primarily proc-
essed.

We had a terrible accident. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey was there. He
knows that tanker ran aground in a
101⁄2 mile wide channel with absolutely
no excuse. But the accident happened.
But that wasn’t the fault of the pipe-
line. That wasn’t the fault of the oil
field. It was a human error involving a
supertanker, and it was inexcusable.

But the reality is we have been able
to build this pipeline. It has withstood
earthquakes. It has been shot at. It has
been dynamited. It is one of the won-
ders of the world.

But 35 years ago or so, when we were
arguing about this issue, we had the
same arguments we have today. The
doomsayers were saying: You are going
to build a pipeline, a hot pipeline. It is
going to take hot oil and pump it
through a permafrost area; because
that is what the Arctic is—permafrost,
frozen ice and ground. That hot pipe-
line is going to melt the ground. You
are going to lose the foundation. Your
pipeline is going to break.

It didn’t happen.
They said this 800-mile pipeline is

going to be a fence across your State,
an 800-mile fence. Your moose, your
caribou, your animals are not going to
be able to cross. It is going to be a ca-
lamity. It didn’t happen.

There is nearly 1,000 miles of Arctic
coastline. It is all unique and very
much all similar. You look for oil. You
find it where you are most likely to
find it. The geologists simply tell us
that the 1002 Area of the Coastal Plain
is the area where we are most likely to
make a major discovery; The USGS
says 16 billion barrels.

Let me tell you something to factor
in because we have heard so much rhet-
oric around here tonight.

For Prudhoe Bay, the recovery esti-
mates were 9 billion to 10 billion bar-
rels. Prudhoe Bay has been producing
some 23 years. We have produced over
12 billion barrels, and we are still pro-
ducing. It is estimated that we will
probably produce for another decade,
or maybe two, because the technology
is such that we can get greater recov-
ery.

When you talk about estimates, you
had better be realistic. If there is no oil
up here, nothing is going to happen, ex-
cept you might have a lease sale. You
might get a substantial payment from
the oil companies that are prepared to
bid on it. That is the risk they take.

We don’t know what is up there. But
the geologists say it is the most likely
area for a major discovery. That is why
Congress, in its wisdom, set this area
aside for Congress to address and re-
solve at a later time. That is why we
are here.
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The Budget Committee took action

because we have a crisis in this coun-
try. If you do not believe it, ask the
Secretary of Energy. He went over to
the OPEC countries. He said: We have
an emergency. You know what they
said: We are having a meeting on
March 27. He said: No. You don’t under-
stand, its an emergency. We sent 35,000
troops over here. We fought a war to
keep Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait.
We lost American lives. We need help
now. We need more oil production in
those countries. You know what they
told him: We are having a meeting on
March 27. They stiffed him.

He went to Mexico. He told the Mexi-
cans: We need more production. Mexico
said: Fine. But where were you when
oil was $11, $12, and $13 a barrel, and
our economy was in the sack?

We have an emergency. If we don’t
take steps now to recognize our in-
creased dependence on imported oil,
one wonders when we will. What is
going to happen to the security of this
Nation from the standpoint of energy
as we become more dependent on im-
ports, more dependent on Iraq, and
more dependent on OPEC?

Those are the realities we face today.
Let’s take a look at something that

is very unpleasant. I hate to show you
this. But this is a terrible picture that
ran all over America when Saddam
Hussein was defeated and when he set
the oil fields of Kuwait on fire.

You talk about environmental deg-
radation. That is it. Here you see
Americans over there trying to put out
the fires and stop the environmental
damage. You can see the burning wells
behind him. This is reality. This is the
kind of individual and the type of coun-
try and leadership on which we are now
depending for our energy security.

I find it outrageous and inexcusable.
I am very critical of the environmental
community that condones oil coming
from a tyrant, one who left an environ-
mental scar of the magnitude that Sad-
dam Hussein left in Kuwait.

Let’s look at a couple of others be-
cause they are all bad. The only prob-
lem is that they get worse. How we can
continue to be misled, if you will,
through complacency associated with
our dependence on Iraq is beyond me.
Here we see the burning wells and the
terrible mess that was left. Look at the
Americans working in those condi-
tions.

This Senator is not going to stand by
and support increased dependency on
Iraq when we clearly have an adminis-
tration whose only policy is more im-
ports. Give us more; give us more. It is
like an addiction. It is pathetic.

You almost forget. And you can very
easily forget that we are dependent on
oil for transportation. Our truckers
came to Washington, DC, and expressed
themselves. They can’t pass on the
price. Look at your airline tickets. You
pay a surcharge now. The consumer—
the mom taking the kids down to the
soccer game—is facing nearly $1.85 or
$2 a gallon. It shoots a pretty big hole

in a hundred dollar bill if she has a
sports utility vehicle, and many of
those aren’t paid for.

But go a little further. Our farmers
are getting geared up for planting sea-
son. What is the cost of that going to
be relative to their productivity? Can
they pass it on?

It multiplies. What do the farmers
use? They use fertilizer. What is fer-
tilizer made of—urea. It comes from
gas and oil. The multiplier is there.

Look at our balance of payments.
One-third of the $300 billion is the cost
of imported oil.

Every time oil goes up $10, inflation
goes up half of 1 percent. There are a
lot of uneasy people out there.

This single issue today is going to
send a signal about whether we are se-
rious about alleviating our dependence
on imported oil and are going to do
something about it.

I have heard statements that it will
take a while. Yes, it will take a while.
President Clinton vetoed ANWR the
last time it went down to the White
House. That was in 1995. We would
know today if we had oil there. We
would be on our way to production.

One of the things that bothers me
about the environmental community is
they sell American technology and in-
genuity short. We can do it better. We
can make a smaller footprint, given
the opportunity. And we have that op-
portunity before the Senate today.

We have heard conversations about
oil exports. There has been oil exported
because there has been excess capacity
on the west coast up until a short time
ago. Those who don’t recognize and un-
derstand oil, unfortunately, don’t know
that oil used to move through the Pan-
ama pipeline, and prior to that in
smaller ships through Panama, and to
the gulf coast to be refined there. That
changed when Venezuela came on pro-
duction. So we had an excess on the
west coast, a modest excess.

Now with the takeover of Arco by BP
Amoco and the divestiture of the Arco
Alaska properties to Phillips, which
has refineries, there will not be a sur-
plus. There will not be a surplus be-
cause BP will now have refineries on
the West Coast. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter from BP indicating they have no
plans to export oil, once the contracts
for the current month expire.

As I understand, Phillips has no in-
tention of exporting oil. That is a
bogus argument.

How much time remains on our side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-

mains 17 minutes.
Mr. MURKOWSKI. If the Senator

from New Mexico desires some time, I
will yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee. From the first knowledge
we had that the OPEC cartel plus their
friends had dramatically decreased pro-
duction, thus having this terrible im-
pact on American energy costs, Sen-

ator MURKOWSKI has been trying every
day, every time he could, to tell us we
are doing things exactly the opposite of
what we ought to be doing for Amer-
ica’s future. I compliment him. He has
a lot of people wondering about what
we are up to. Frankly, I would like to
add a little bit to that.

While the United States grows more
dependent upon foreign crude oil, we
have an administration that, from the
first day they went in office until
today, has been engaged in seeing to it
that the United States produces less
oil—not more—from our own lands by
overt, conscious acts of withdrawing
real estate that we own as a nation on
which to explore for oil and gas, to a
constant insistence that we cannot
solve the little, tiny problem of what
do we do with nuclear waste, which
every country in the world except
America has solved. They have solved
it at least for 50 to 100 years.

We sit around acting as if we can
continue to be dependent upon the very
limited sources of energy for this great
country’s future. I will give a couple of
facts about what has happened to the
American energy economy, the produc-
tion of oil in America, by Americans
for Americans. In 1990, there were
405,000 jobs in America in the explo-
ration and production of oil and gas. As
of last year, there were 293,000, a 27-
percent decline in people employed in
the exploration and production of oil
and gas in America. When you reduce
the number of people involved in oil
and gas exploration by 27 percent,
there has been something consciously
happening that says we will produce
less in America.

Ten years ago, there were 657 rigs
working on oil exploration in the
United States. Everybody understands
what that is. Now there are fewer than
175. We did something wrong. Some-
body would stand up from the adminis-
tration and say: The cartel had some-
thing to do with that; they lowered the
price of oil. But we didn’t have a policy
that said to our companies, in spite of
that, we will help you explore for more.
As a matter of fact, we had the oppo-
site policy.

New refineries in the United States:
It used to be, if you could have an oil
refinery and attach to it all the refined
products that go with it, you would be
delighted. It would employ your people.
They are high-paying jobs. Guess what.
In the United States, while we grow de-
pendent, here we are with not a single
new refinery built in the United States
since 1976. That means we have decided
other countries ought to produce the
refined products we need and we ought
to have such strict requirements that
it is impossible for Americans to build
them with American money and Amer-
ican workers to produce more refined
products in our country—the opposite
policy we ought to have.

If we had another time and another
day, we could discuss why Americans
will not invest in oil refineries in the
United States. I can tell you one of
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them, and I will use three initials for
starters—the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency of the United States. Un-
reasonable restrictions, costing bil-
lions of dollars, that any neutral party
would say are unreasonable, we impose
them. When they can pay for them,
they do; when they cannot pay any
longer, they say: We will not refine
anymore; we will do it somewhere else.

There are Federal lands available for
exploration. I suggest we have done it
exactly the wrong way since this Presi-
dent has been in office. We have taken
lands out of production because we
have this kind of whimsical idea, if
they are public lands, we sure don’t
want to find an oil rig out there. In
fact, it is an attitude. We have to put
up with oil rigs, but we really don’t
want them, even though it is ‘‘black’’
money for American workers. It is oil
for American cars. It is America’s in-
vestment. But it is like public domain.
Man, we ought to just save that and
forget about this dirty business of pro-
ducing oil. That is America’s policy
today.

I wish I could share with you, al-
though I don’t have the notes, how
many thousands and thousands of acres
we have taken out of production, out of
development, because of what I have
been explaining for the last 3 or 4 min-
utes.

That leads us to tonight. In the past,
I have heard Senators on the floor of
the Senate talking about their States
with great enthusiasm, great concern
about what is happening to their
States. I will tell you why FRANK MUR-
KOWSKI and Senator TED STEVENS are
concerned. If we were to produce oil in
ANWR on one one-hundredth of 1 per-
cent of the land, 2,200 acres is what we
would need to explore for oil in a mod-
ern way and produce it in ANWR.

That would produce 16 billion barrels
of oil, produced by Americans, Amer-
ican workers, American oil for Ameri-
cans. What does that mean in dollars?
It means one-half trillion. Think of
that, I say to the Senator from Wyo-
ming. In the State of Wyoming, we
have oil locked up. It is worth half a
trillion for your workers, for your com-
panies, for your businesses, and we are
locking it up for the reasons Senator
MURKOWSKI stated, that we wanted to
lock up Prudhoe Bay.

We found none of the predictions
about Prudhoe Bay were true, and none
of them will be true about this one ei-
ther. But it is as if we are kind of eco-
nomically arrogant. We are so powerful
and so strong that we do not have to
worry about American oil for American
people, produced by Americans, used
for American cars. We just have to say
this little tiny piece of property, just a
strip of ANWR that you could go and
explore to find out if it is there and
then insist they advise the Congress if
there is any environmental damage—
they will not let us do that.

I submit we ought to vote on this. I
also submit anyone who votes no on
this ought to be asked: What do you

think America’s future is? More oil
from the cartel or less?

With that, I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Alaska. I thank
him.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
yield myself whatever time is remain-
ing because I believe we will have some
time tomorrow. Might I ask how much
time remains on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 8 minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I will yield to the
other side at this time, if they care to
continue the debate,

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, if
I might have a parliamentary review
for just a moment, I heard the distin-
guished Senator from Alaska ask if
this debate could not be continued to-
morrow. It is my understanding that,
once the time is used on both sides, the
proponent’s and opponent’s, that time
is exhausted and there will not be fur-
ther opportunity to discuss this tomor-
row.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That was
true for the amendment of the Senator
from West Virginia. But there have
been no subsequent agreements.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We are talking
now about the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from New
Jersey yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
has been no agreement in regard to the
amendment of the Senator from Dela-
ware.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. So, as it pres-
ently stands, the time once used to-
night, unless agreed to by unanimous
consent for an extension, will not be
available?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no such agreement on this particular
amendment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. There is no
agreement. May I be precise? We are
talking about 2 hours that was avail-
able for the delivery of the amend-
ment, and an hour—and time for oppo-
sition, equally divided; is that right?
Two hours?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 2 hours on this amendment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Right. And the
time used by the proponents and oppo-
nents as described by the Parliamen-
tarian—there is some 7 or 10 minutes
for each side? What is the present situ-
ation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska has 8 minutes, the
Senator from Delaware has 11 minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. So once those 19
minutes are consumed, this discussion
is over and cannot be brought tomor-
row?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If they
are consumed tonight, that is correct.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I just wanted to
let the Senator know.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask the Presi-
dent, if they are not consumed tonight,
what is the disposition of the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For them
not to be consumed tonight would take
unanimous consent.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Unanimous con-
sent to——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Have
them over until tomorrow.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Is there any rea-
son why it would not be consumed to-
night?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
indicated my interest in reserving the
remainder of my time until tomorrow.
I would propose that at this time.

Mr. REID. Objection.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Therefore, it is

the ruling of the Chair, as I understand
it, the time in opposition to the Roth
amendment must be fully utilized to-
night or given up?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. We have a little
more time, I believe. I defer to the
other side prior to taking up more of
my time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. If I may, I ask
the Senator from Delaware if I can
have 5 minutes of the time?

Mr. ROTH. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could I say to the
distinguished Senator from Alaska,
there are only two ways I can think of
that he could save his time: We could
close up shop right now, and we are not
going to do that, so there is an hour on
each side. You could get consent, and
you tried and haven’t gotten that. So
anybody offering an amendment to-
night has an hour on each side if they
want to use it. If they want to yield it
back, they can yield back. Any amend-
ment to an amendment has a half-hour,
and we go that way until we finish to-
night.

I can tell you, I think you made as
good an argument tonight as you can
make. I don’t think there are many
votes going to be changed. I already
complimented you immensely. I do it
again.

There will be 2 minutes before the
vote. They will be in your control.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield. If the Sen-
ator from New Jersey has been recog-
nized, I will keep my remaining time
and use it tonight.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I have asked for
5 minutes from the Senator from Dela-
ware, which has been yielded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
have listened carefully to the debate
presented by my distinguished col-
leagues on the other side who are for
drilling in ANWR: Don’t worry about
it. After all, look at what happened in
these other places. They are drilling
foreign oil for consumption by Ameri-
cans. We have lost so many jobs in the
oil fields.

I will tell you about those jobs in the
oil fields. You tell me where there is a
shortage of jobs in this country, and I
will tell you where they can get em-
ployed immediately. Tell me where
there are people looking for work, I
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will tell you where they can get em-
ployed immediately.

The fact is, yes, we are importing
more oil. We ought not to be. I am no
different than anybody else when we
talk about those who owe us a respon-
sibility to make sure we have the prod-
ucts that we helped save when we sent
our young people to war in 1990 and
1991. We cannot disagree about that.
One is not less patriotic than the
other. This is not a question of loyalty.
This is a question of how the world
functions.

Right now, those of us in the environ-
mental community say we ought to be
cautious about the use of our precious,
pristine wildlife areas. I heard the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma say—I do not
want to mimic what he said, but he did
say: Well, that area that is reserved for
drilling, some 2,000 acres, is not so
pretty anyway.

It was hard for me to believe my
ears. What do you mean it is not so
pretty anyway? We have some areas in
our country that are not so pretty that
attach to areas that are beautiful. It is
the not-so-pretty areas that help keep
the pretty areas, and those that are es-
sential for our existence as a species,
the human species, to function. So we
cannot dismiss it like that.

With all of the best intentions of
managing the way we transport our oil
and we explore for it, it is all subject to
human frailties. If we have had a pipe-
line that has worked well for lots of
years, I salute it. But, remember this,
in 1989 when the Exxon Valdez ran
aground—and it was human error,
there is no doubt about that but you
cannot remove it. We lost a spaceship
with our precious astronauts aboard
because of some human error. These
things do not happen without human
intervention. We cannot dismiss this
and say: Don’t worry about it; every-
thing will be all right. We will take
care of it.

I say that is not so.
I wish we could get all our Senators

to do a flyover of the ANWR. I guar-
antee there would be a majority voting
the other way, saying do not drill there
unless there is no other way in the
world for us to survive.

We have other sources of oil, other
sources of energy being considered and
developed. There is work going on in
Azerbaijan. You know, when it is said
we should only consume American oil
to the extent we need oil, I do not be-
lieve that is necessarily so.

I would rather save that reserve.
Heaven forbid if we need it some day in
the future. I would like to bring it in
from other sources. There are minerals
in this country which we do not mine
anymore because it is cheaper and bet-
ter on the environment to import some
of those minerals. That is the way
things go.

We have become a profligate society
in our use of energy. We have SUVs
popping up everywhere. The auto-
mobile companies do not mind making
them. The workers of those automobile

companies do not mind working there.
The guys who work in the gas sta-
tions—whether the oil comes from
Saudi Arabia or from Oklahoma or
Texas—do not mind their jobs. They
have businesses that are based on sup-
plying that energy.

We are a society that is overblown
with riches, and we are using whatever
energy we want. We consume fresh air
with congestion. There are more cars
out there than we know what to do
with, but that does not stop us from
using our cars.

We are saying, as long as we are prof-
ligate, just wasting it, let’s get it; let’s
go up to the ANWR and drill in that
pristine area described in different
fashions as beautiful or not so beau-
tiful or the home for some of the ani-
mals; they will survive anyway.

I say do not take the risk. I would
rather see us practice conservation,
which we have not done in this society
of ours. I have not heard anybody—I
am talking about either from the ad-
ministration presently in power or any
of us—talk about conservation pro-
grams: Save it, don’t just use it; save it
if you are concerned about it. But no,
look at the traffic lines. Nobody wants
to save oil.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I take 5 minutes
off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for an additional 5
minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, as
to this debate about whether or not it
is American jobs, Americans, thank
goodness, are working at jobs that are
productive and have given us the
strongest economy ever seen in the his-
tory of mankind. We ought to reduce
our dependence. I agree with my
friends on the other side, but that does
not mean we have to go to a source
that raises questions about our ability
to preserve the environment.

I said it before, when I think of my
children, one of the most important as-
sets I see in this country is a good en-
vironment, good natural resources.
Even if they never get to visit Alaska,
I have done it. I do not want to be a
‘‘Johnny’s been all over the place,’’ but
I was also in Kuwait. I saw the situa-
tion the Senator from Alaska de-
scribed. I was in an airplane several
thousand feet in the air. The wind-
shield was covered with soot from the
burning oil fields. It was a terrible
waste of lives and energy, but it hap-
pened.

What we have to do is make sure our
allies, the people whom we worked to
save, understand what we mean when
we call on them to help us through a
crisis. I could not agree more with my
friends on that score. I believe we
should have gotten much tougher than
we did.

I had an occasion to speak to a dip-
lomat from one of the Mideast coun-
tries. I said: Do you know what you are
doing? You may make a better profit

right now, but you are alienating the
American people, and you are not
going to recover from that so easily.
Do not depend on us when you issue an
alarm—‘‘help save our skins; help save
us.’’ Some of them went to other coun-
tries to enjoy themselves when we did
the fighting. That is not going to hap-
pen easily again.

The Senator from Delaware, the
chairman of the Finance Committee,
and some of the friends on the Repub-
lican side, including Senator SNOWE,
who voted with Senator BOXER on pro-
tecting the ANWR—there was a com-
mentary in the Washington Post from
someone who cannot be declared a
cockeyed liberal or crazy environ-
mentalist. I will read the quote before
I identify who it is:

I totally agree that the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge is a truly unique pristine
ecosystem, and I believe we should not dam-
age it. It should be set aside in wilderness
designation in perpetuity, Smith wrote to
the New Hampshire Citizens for Arctic Wil-
derness.

That is Senator BOB SMITH, someone
we know well, who is chairman of the
environment committee, and we are
hearing from the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee that we ought not do
this. These are people who deserve to
be heard, and we know there are other
people in the Republican Party who
agree with us. We are going to find out
when we put this to a vote. The vote
will come sometime tomorrow.

I hope we will close this debate at
this point. While everything to be said
has been said, not everybody has said
everything. I yield back any time I re-
quested from the resolution which I did
not use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may use.

I ask unanimous consent to print in
the RECORD letters I have received
from many organizations which are
concerned about the environment and
support my amendment. These include
the Wilderness Society, Republicans
for Environmental Protection, the Na-
tional Parks Conservation Association,
Friends of the Earth, the League of
Conservation Voters, and the National
Resources Defense Council.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH,
Washington, DC, April 4, 2000.

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the thousands
of members of Friends of the Earth, we urge
you to support efforts by Senator Roth (R–
DE) to protect the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) from being opened for oil ex-
ploration. Currently, the FY 2001 Budget
Resolution (S. Con. Res. 101) includes lan-
guage that assumes receipts from the sale of
oil leases in ANWR. Seismic exploration and
oil drilling in a national refuge is an unac-
ceptable short-term approach to the prob-
lems associated with the current oil crisis,
and one which would have long-term dev-
astating consequences.

ANWR encompasses 19 million acres of
pristine wilderness. Created by President
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Dwight Eisenhower in 1960, ANWR is a sanc-
tuary for nearly 200 species of wildlife, in-
cluding polar bears, grizzlies, wolves, caribou
and millions of birds. The area under consid-
eration for oil exploration—a 1.5 million-acre
coastal plain—is referred to by many sci-
entists as the ‘‘biological heart’’ of the Arc-
tic Refuge and represents the last five per-
cent of Alaska’s Arctic slope not already
open to drilling. Though some maintain that
modern technology allows clean exploration,
many scientists have noted that today’s seis-
mic oil exploration, consisting of large crews
with bulldozers, ‘‘thumper’’ trucks, fuel sup-
ply vehicles and a variety of other tracked
vehicles, is even more damaging to the land-
scape than it has been in the past.

Drilling in ANWR would do little to reduce
U.S. dependency on foreign oil. In fact, the
U.S. Geological Survey has found that
ANWR would provide us with less than six
months worth of oil. A more responsible so-
lution to the problem is to develop and pro-
mote sustainable forms of clean energy.

We should not sell off this priceless wild-
life refuge for a short-term energy fix. Sup-
port Senator Roth in his efforts to defend
the one of the few remaining natural treas-
ures in the United States.

Sincerely,
COURTNEY CURF,
Legislative Director.

NATURAL RESOURCES
DEFENSE COUNCIL,

New York, NY, April 4, 2000.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: I am writing on behalf of
the more than 400,000 Natural Resources De-
fense Council (NRDC) members from across
the country to respectfully urge you to op-
pose any legislative provisions that would
open up the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge
(ANWR) to oil exploration. As you know, the
FY 2001 Budget Resolution that the Senate
Budget Committee reported to floor includes
damaging language that assumes revenues
from oil drilling in the Arctic Refuge.

Under the guise of combating high gas
prices, some legislators are pressing to open
the Arctic Refuge’s 1.5 million-acre coastal
plain to oil exploitation. The coastal plain is
often called ‘‘America’s Serengeti’’ because
of its abundant caribou, polar bear, grizzly,
wolf and other wildlife populations, and rep-
resents the last five-percent of Alaska’s Arc-
tic Slope not already open to development. It
would be ill-advised to open up our nation’s
Arctic wilderness for a questionable, short-
term supply of oil.

We respectfully encourage you to oppose
any bill or resolution that would open up the
last pristine wilderness in the Arctic to oil
and gas development, and urge you to sup-
port Senator Roth’s amendment to the 2001
Budget Resolution to strike Arctic Refuge
drilling revenues from the federal budget.

Sincerely,
JOHN H. ADAMS,

President.

REP AMERICA,
Deerfield, IL, April 4, 2000.

Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives.

DEAR SENATOR LOTT AND SPEAKER
HASTERT: This week, Congress takes up the
issue of whether potential oil revenue from
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge should
be included in the congressional budget. REP
America, the national grassroots organiza-
tion of Republicans for Environmental Pro-
tection, opposes this kind of sleight-of-hand
accounting as well as development in the
Refuge.

A strong national bipartisan consensus ex-
ists for continued protection of the ANWR.
The estimates of finding commercially valu-
able quantities of oil there are actually quite
small. But even if such quantities were
found, the oil would not appreciably increase
our nation’s known reserves or lower gaso-
line prices. At present, over 90% of America’s
portion of the Arctic is open to oil and gas
exploration and development. Further devel-
opment within the Refuge is not necessary
for the security of our nation, and we should
not count unearned and unanticipated reve-
nues stemming from oil that might not
exist.

Frankly, such budgetary maneuvers are
very damaging to our party. We Republicans
take pride in our history protecting public
lands to Alaska and honor the legacy of past
Republican leaders. In 1907, when President
Theodore Roosevelt established the Tongass
and Chugach National Forests, he faced tre-
mendous pressure from special interests
lined up to exploit public lands for short-
term gain. Presidents Eisenhower and Nixon
used executive authority to protect the Arc-
tic Refuge, and as recently as 1990, many Re-
publicans listened to mainstream America
and cosponsored the Tongass Timber Reform
Act. President George Bush did us all a great
service when he signed this important piece
of conservation legislation.

As Republicans, the members and directors
of REP America urge you and your col-
leagues to halt these kinds of budgetary cha-
rades, if for no other reason than the fact
that it is absolutely destroying our party’s
image with respect to the environment. In-
clusion of funds supposedly derived from the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge will hasten
the already shaky support our party has for
maintaining control of the Congress.

Thank you for doing your part to keep the
‘‘conservation’’ in ‘‘conservative.’’

Sincerely,
MARTHA A. MARKS, Ph.D.,

President.

THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY,
Washington, DC, March 24, 2000.

DEAR SENATOR: The Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge is a spectacular wilderness on the
north coast of Alaska. The refuge protects
lands of abundant wildlife and tremendous
beauty. Millions of migratory birds nest or
feed on the refuge each spring and summer
between annual migrations that bring them
through the backyards and nearby parks and
refuges of Americans throughout the rest of
the country. The refuge also contains the
calving grounds of the 130,000 member Porcu-
pine River Caribou herd on which the Gwich’
in people of northeast Alaska and northwest
Canada have relied for some 20,000 years.

With rising fuel prices, some would have
you believe that oil drilling in the Arctic
Refuge would somehow lower the price of
gasoline. This is a terrible sham. This pro-
posal is not about filling American’s fuel
talks; it’s about lining the pockets of the oil
companies in Alaska. We understand that
the Budget Resolution that will soon come
to a vote in the Senate may assume federal
revenues from oil drilling in the Arctic Ref-
uge. This proposal was rejected by the Amer-
ican public and vetoed by President Clinton
in 1995. To assume revenues from this highly
controversial and currently prohibited activ-
ity is a complete hoax.

Some have argued that drilling in the Arc-
tic Refuge will somehow eliminate our de-
pendence on oil imports. But just five years
ago, Senator Murkowski pushed through a
measure to allow oil from Alaska’s North
Slope to be exported to China and other
Asian countries. In it’s pending review of the
proposed BP/Arco merger, the Federal Trade
Commission found that ‘‘BP ships Alaska

North Slope crude to Asia to short the West
Coast market and elevate prices.’’

Ninety-five percent of the North Slope is
already available to oil and gas exploration
and development. Under the Reagan Admin-
istration, the Department of Interior deter-
mined that there is less than a one-in-five
chance of finding recoverable oil there. More
recently, the U.S. Geological Survey have
said that oil companies could most likely
only recover around 3.2 billion barrels—only
enough oil to meet U.S. needs for a few
months. At no time would oil from the ref-
uge be expected to provide more than 2 per-
cent of U.S. oil supply. Of course, no amount
of oil would ever justify destroying this
great national treasure.

We urge you to listen to the American pub-
lic and the Gwich’in people and reject efforts
to include oil revenues from the Arctic Ref-
uge in the Budget Reconciliation bill.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM H. MEADOWS,

President.

NATIONAL PARKS
CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION,

Washington, DC, April 4, 2000.
OPPOSE DEGRADATION OF THE ARCTIC COASTAL

PLAIN

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of our 400,000
members, the National Parks Conservation
Association strongly urges you to oppose ef-
forts to include projected revenues from oil
drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge’s coastal plain in the pending Budget
Reconciliation bill.

The Arctic coastal plain has long been rec-
ognized as a spectacular national gem be-
cause of its spectacular scenery and diverse
and abundant wildlife. The coastal plain
richly deserves its tag of ‘‘America’s
Serengeti,’’ as over 130,000 caribou of the
Porcupine herd migrate there every spring to
their calving grounds, and more than 300,000
snow geese are found there in the fall.

Attempts to open the coastal plain for
drilling for oil have reared their head in Con-
gress over the past three decades. Recent in-
creases in gasoline prices have renewed the
call to open the plain for oil production, re-
sulting in an ‘‘assumption’’ of revenue from
drilling in the Arctic Refuge in the Budget
Reconciliation bill.

Opening up the coastal plain would not be
a solution to the short-term increases in gas-
oline prices, nor would it address the na-
tion’s long-term energy strategy. In fact, the
United States Geological Service estimates
that even if oil were found in the coastal
plain, production would never meet more
than two percent of our nation’s oil needs at
any given time. This supply would hardly
justify the production facilities and related
infrastructure that would destroy the unique
character of the coastal plain.

Your support in opposing efforts to pro-
mote oil development and drilling in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is critical.
Thank you for your attention to these con-
cerns.

Sincerely,
TOM KIERNAN,

President.

LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS,
Washington, DC, April 4, 2000.

Re Protect the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge—Vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Roth Arctic wil-
derness amendment to the 2001 Budget
Resolution.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: The League of Conserva-
tion Voters (LCV) is the bipartisan political
voice of the national environmental commu-
nity. Each year, LCV publishes the National
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Environmental Scorecard, which details the
voting records of members of Congress on en-
vironmental legislation. The Scorecard is
distributed to LCV members, concerned vot-
ers nationwide, and the press.

The League of Conservation Voters urges
you to protect the biological heart of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge by sup-
porting an amendment offered by Senator
Roth (R–DE) to the 2001 Budget Resolution
that opposes opening the Refuge to oil drill-
ing. Currently the budget resolution assumes
revenues from drilling in the Refuge.

Some members of Congress are using the
current high price of gasoline as a pretext to
open the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to
oil drilling. The current price of gasoline in
no way justifies destroying this national
treasure. Development of the Refuge’s coast-
al plain will not impact oil supplies until far
into the future, and the amount of oil that
lies beneath it is minimal compared to our
national energy needs.

The Arctic Refuge is home to wolves, polar
bears, caribou and millions of migratory
birds. It is also the last 5% of Alaska’s vast
north coastline that remains off-limits to
the oil companies. And the Refuge plays an
integral part in the lives of the Gwich’in peo-
ple who depend on the seasonal migrations of
the caribou for both survival and cultural
identity.

Protecting the wilderness values of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is one of the
top priorities of the national environmental
community. LCV urges you to vote ‘‘yes’’ on
Senator Roth’s amendment to protect the
Arctic Refuge.

LCV’s Political Advisory Committee will
consider including votes on this issue in
compiling LCV’s 2000 Scorecard. If you need
more information, please call Betsy Loyless
in my office.

Sincerely,
DEB CALLAHAN,

President.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I want to
read from the letter of the League of
Conservation Voters, which is the bi-
partisan political voice of the national
environmental community. They write:

The League of Conservation Voters urges
you to protect the biological heart of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge by sup-
porting an amendment offered by Senator
Roth to the 2001 Budget Resolution that op-
poses opening the Refuge to oil drilling. Cur-
rently the budget resolution assumes reve-
nues from drilling in the Refuge.

It goes on to say:
Protecting the wilderness values of the

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is one of the
top priorities of the national environmental
community.

How true that is. The Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge contains our Nation’s
greatest wilderness. No conservation
area in America contains as much vast
wild land free of industrialization. It is
the essence of our country’s wilderness
areas.

Consider three or four points. The
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is the
only conservation area that protects a
complete spectrum of arctic and sub-
arctic ecosystems in North America.
The Coastal Plain of the Arctic Refuge
is the only wild stretch of coast on
Alaska’s North Slope that is off limits
to oil and gas exploration and develop-
ment.

President Dwight Eisenhower was
the first to set aside the original Arctic

National Wildlife Range in 1960 for the
purpose of protecting the wilderness,
the wildlife, and recreational values.

While many refuges in America have
been set aside to protect wildlife popu-
lations and habitat, the Arctic Refuge
is the only refuge in which wilderness
was recognized as a purpose for estab-
lishment, the controversial 1002 area
proposed for oil development as a part
of the original Arctic range.

I could go on. It is critically impor-
tant that we protect this valuable ref-
uge for future generations. For that
reason, I urge my colleagues to vote in
support of the Roth amendment. I yield
the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
how much time remains on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 8 minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I certainly agree with

my friend, the chairman of the Finance
Committee, relative to the interest of
America’s environmental community.

This is a big issue for them because it
generates membership and it generates
dollars. They have a cause. We have
heard from them, the eloquence ex-
pressed by my friend, the chairman of
the Finance Committee.

But what we did not hear was any of
the 500,000 American men and women
who were sent to the Mideast to fight a
war against Saddam Hussein. They left
their loved ones. They risked their
lives. What did America’s environ-
mental community say about that?
They did not say a word.

What are they saying today about
our increased dependence on Iraq?
Seven hundred thousand barrels a day
of oil; the fastest growing source of oil
coming into this country. What is the
environmental community saying?
What we all believe in: More conserva-
tion, more alternative energies, as they
drive in their automobile or pick up
their plane to fly to the next point.

Come on, let’s get real around here.
We talk about ANWR potentially hav-
ing a 200-day supply. Under that logic
Prudhoe Bay should have been a 600-
day supply. In reality, It has been sup-
plying this Nation with 20 to 25 percent
of our total crude oil for the last 23
years. That is a ridiculous comparison.
It suggests that all other oil produc-
tion is going to stop, all other domestic
production is going to stop, and that is
all you are going to have from one
source.

Come on, get real. We can come up
with better arguments than that. They
say 95 percent of the Arctic Coastal
Plain is open to oil and gas develop-
ment. That is false. Try and get a lease
up there. Only Fourteen percent is
open.

This map shows the Naval Petroleum
Reserve that was dedicated in the
1900s. You think you can get a lease in
there? Try. Go over to the Secretary of
Interior and see if you can get a lease.
They put up a few leases, but you can-
not go in and even lease where the high
potential for oil is in the Naval Petro-

leum Reserve. If that isn’t where you
are supposed to find oil, I do not know
where is.

Where are you going to find oil? The
ANWR area isn’t open. This other area
of the State is partially open. But the
reality is, the wilderness is closed. The
Coastal Plain is closed. The Teshepuk
Lake area is closed; Barrow is closed.
The western portion of NPRA is closed
to oil production. That is the reality.
So do not buy their arguments that
95% of the Coastal Plain is available
for development because it is ‘‘pie in
the sky.’’

We are concerned about our Gwich’in
people. However, what they propose to
do is lease their open lands for oil de-
velopment. They offered to lease more
than land than the entire 1.5 million
acre Coastal Plain of ANWR. They of-
fered to lease 1.799 million acres. They
signed a lease. Unfortunately, the oil
company did not find any oil there.
Maybe they should have taken the
leases anyway.

So we have more myth around here
than fiction. No reality. No credit for
American ingenuity or technology or
the realization that this area we are
talking about is the size of the State of
South Carolina.

Mostly the Members here cannot
comprehend size. We had four time
zones in Alaska during the time I grew
up—most of the time I was here. We
cut them down to one.

If you overlay Alaska on the United
States—you know it and I know it—we
extend from Canada to New Mexico;
Florida to California. The Aleutian Is-
lands go out forever. They almost go to
Japan. It is a big hunk of real estate.

We have heard a lot of romantic and
fanciful notions tonight about the
Coastal Plain. But we have not dis-
cussed and resolved the obligation to
oversee the national security interests
of this Nation. This is the Senate. We
make decisions on war and peace.

ANWR is a serious issue. It is so seri-
ous that I hope you will all remember
that if this amendment is adopted, I
can assure every single Member of this
body, we will well be on our way to
jeopardizing our national security by
further increasing our dependence on
imported oil.

I do not want that obligation on my
shoulders. It is time to turn around the
direction in this country, reduce our
dependence on imported oil, move into
the areas where we have potential oil
and gas discoveries in the Rocky Moun-
tains, the overthrust belt, and my
State of Alaska.

We have a Vice President who says
he is going to cancel all OCS leases.
Where are we going to get oil from?
Where are we going to get the energy?
Where are you going to get the fuel for
that 747 called Air Force One to fly
back and forth to New York or wher-
ever it goes? Are you going to do it
with hot air?

The Vice President goes around
town. Does he drive a battery-operated
car with the back seat full of batteries?
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Does he drive an electric car? No. We
are not there yet.

It is serious. This is an issue of na-
tional security. We fought a war over
oil in 1991. We lost 147 lives. We have
$10 billion of the taxpayers’ money in-
vested in keeping Saddam Hussein
fenced in.

It is an issue of the environment. We
have the best environmental stipula-
tions in the world in the United States.
Most of the OPEC countries have the
worst.

They are drilling in the rain forests
of Colombia. We have proven what we
can do it right in the Arctic. We have
a record. We have produced between 20
percent to 25 percent of our domestic
crude oil in the United States in Alas-
ka for the last 23 years.

It is an issue with the economy, send-
ing our dollars overseas, our jobs over-
seas. It is a third of our trade imbal-
ance. It is an issue that you—when I
say ‘‘you,’’ I apologize to my col-
leagues—but no Member has addressed
the people of my State, the Eskimo
people who support development of this
area.

You know what they say? They say,
‘‘please put my people, the Inupiat Es-
kimo people, into the picture of ANWR.
Stop airbrushing us out.’’ Try being
airbrushed out of the picture or out of
your State. That is kind of the position
to which these people feel they have
been relegated. What a tragedy.

This is serious. This is not something
that should be taken for granted.

The Eskimo people support develop-
ment. One of my Eskimo friends, Oliver
Levitt, to a group of us in Barrow, said:
I used to come to school to keep warm.
My job every morning was to go out on
the beach and pick up what little drift-
wood floated down from the McKenzie
River to the shores near Barrow.

He came to school to keep warm.
That isn’t the case in Barrow anymore
because not only do they have the rev-
enue from oil, but they have jobs. They
have an alternate way of life that used
to depend totally on subsistence and
following the game herds. That is the
record and the reality.

It was 20 below in Kaktovik yester-
day, if it makes those of you in this
body who have been listening to a little
of my hot air cool off.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. That is the real
world we live in.

I thank the Chair. I thank my col-
leagues for the opportunity to express
what I hope is recognized as a reason-
able balance, to send a signal to Sad-
dam Hussein, and to say that it is time
to turn around America’s energy policy
and lessen our dependence on imported
oil. This is the place to start. And the
time is now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. On behalf of the
leader, I ask unanimous consent the

votes relative to the Byrd-Warner
amendment and the Roth amendment
occur at 10:30 a.m. on Thursday, with
no second-degree amendments in order,
and there be 2 minutes for explanation
prior to each vote.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, we will tentatively accept this. I
just need to say this first: I have spo-
ken to the manager of the bill, Senator
DOMENICI. We want to make sure there
is an understanding, however, that the
amendments that we finish tonight or
that we work on tonight, that there
will be a vote on those amendments
some time prior to the votes in the
vote-arama tomorrow.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Assuming the in-
tention of the majority to work toward
that, they would pursue that tomor-
row.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, is all time

yielded back?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 2 minutes.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield

back those 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has been yielded back.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Senator

from Virginia has an amendment to
offer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Vir-
ginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 2965

(Purpose: To reduce revenue cuts by $5.9 bil-
lion over the next five years to help fund
school modernization projects)

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and Senators HARKIN, LAU-
TENBERG, DORGAN, KENNEDY, MIKULSKI,
KERRY of Massachusetts, BINGAMAN,
BAUCUS, and GRAHAM of Florida, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBB], for

himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
DORGAN, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr.
GRAHAM, proposes an amendment numbered
2965.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$521,300,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,011,200,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,223,400,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,361,200,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$521,300,,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,011,200,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,223,400,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,361,200,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,322,100,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,344,600,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$1.,367,400,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,390,700,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$521,300,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,011,200,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$1,223,400,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,361,200,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,322,100,000.

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by
$521,300,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,344,600,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,011,200,000.

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by
$1,367,400,000.

On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by
$1,223,400,000.

On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,390,700,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,361,200,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$97,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$5,938,100,000.

On page 29, after line 5, insert the fol-
lowing:

‘‘Not later than September 29, 2000, the
Senate Committee on Finance shall report to
the Senate a reconciliation bill proposing
changes in laws within its jurisdiction nec-
essary to reduce revenues by not more than
$19,000,000 in fiscal year 2001 and $1,743,000,000
for the period of fiscal years 2001 through
2005.’’

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, this
amendment is designed to help ensure
that no child attends a school with a
leaky roof, or crowded classrooms, or
that lacks access to the latest tech-
nology and the Internet.

In the words of Yogi Berra, ‘‘It’s deja
vu all over again.’’ Last year’s debate
about our Budget Resolution is almost
a carbon copy of this year’s debate.
There are few times in the legislative
process that the contrasts between
ideologies are more clear than in our
debate on the Budget Resolution—and
this year is no exception. While some
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would have us focus on funding a mas-
sive tax cut which will likely be di-
rected to those who need it least, oth-
ers would focus on strengthening So-
cial Security and Medicare, paying
down the debt, and making critical in-
vestments in areas like education.
While, understandably, there are bound
to be philosophical differences about
achieving these objectives, I am again
disheartened that education is not
higher on our list of fiscal priorities.
While I compliment the Chairman for
including $2.2 billion dedicated to IDEA
funding, I’m back again to urge that
more of my colleagues to support an
amendment which reduces the size of
this massive tax cut to help finance
school modernization efforts. Mr.
President, education should truly be a
common priority—we certainly know
that it’s a national priority.

Mr. President, I’m sure that none of
us could imagine holding Senate pro-
ceedings in a trailer, nor could we
imagine having to place buckets
around our desks to catch rainwater
leaking in through the Capitol dome.
We simply can’t imagine what it would
feel like to hold our summer debates in
a chamber that wasn’t air-conditioned.
And Mr. President, if we couldn’t stand
the heat, we’d get out of the chamber
and take a recess, but our nation’s stu-
dents simply don’t have that luxury. A
heat-related recess for them means
fewer math lessons. It means less time
with a qualified teacher. It means re-
duced learning. And Mr. President, I’m
sure our dedicated clerks here in the
Senate couldn’t imagine doing their
jobs today without being able to scan
our amendments into a computer,
making them accessible to staff and
the nation at a moment’s notice. We
shouldn’t then expect our nation’s chil-
dren to master core skills as well as in-
formation technology skills if we don’t
give them the keys to the information
highway.

Mr. President, five years ago, the
GAO estimated that our national
school modernization needs totaled
$185 billion. This year, that figure has
risen to $307 billion, according to a re-
cent report by the National Education
Association. The report indicates that
the State Departments of Education
across the country are reporting a 65%
increase in school modernization needs
over the last five years. That trans-
lates into $66,849,315 a day. Much like
our national debt clock, the tape is
also running on our school moderniza-
tion needs. With record enrollments,
deteriorating facilities, and the im-
mense need to modernize our schools
with the latest technology, we simply
can’t afford to sit back and claim that
the federal government can’t or
shouldn’t help.

There is an often used argument that
the federal government should have no
role in building or renovating schools.
And if you look at last year’s federal
outlays for capital expenses, school
construction occupies the smallest
slice of that pie. Of the $400 billion the

federal government spent on national
infrastructure, only one-tenth of one
percent—this little piece right here—
went to education, training, and em-
ployment capital expenses. Roughly 55
percent of our capital costs were spent
on highways, 15 percent on housing, 13
percent on community and regional de-
velopment, with the remaining portion
allotted to mass transit, airports, and
pollution control facilities.

With over $300 billion in unmet
needs, Mr. President, I believe we need
to expand this pie and invest more in
our schools. Our capital costs over the
years can vary from category to cat-
egory, depending upon what our needs
are. Today, the average age of our na-
tion’s schools is 42 years. The last time
we made a major investment in our na-
tion’s educational infrastructure was
under the leadership of a Republican
President, Dwight Eisenhower. Over
the course of his tenure, we spent
roughly $1 billion specifically for
school construction—due to the boom
in our student population. Well, Mr.
President, we’re in the Baby Boom
Echo now; those children now have
their own children in our schools. We
have a record 53.2 million children now
enrolled in our schools today and by
2009, we’ll add about one million more.
We need to make a commitment simi-
lar to the one made by our parents and
grandparents in the 1950’s. A billion
dollars in 1953 would be about $5.4 bil-
lion today, if you adjusted for infla-
tion. This amendment merely seeks to
set aside $5.9 billion over the next five
years.

For every one million students, our
nation must build about 1300 schools,
and at an average cost of over $12 mil-
lion per school, we’re talking about $16
billion. That’s on top of the costs to
remedy safety code violations, retro-fit
schools to accommodate technology,
and relieve overcrowding.

Mr. President, in Virginia, there are
over 3,000 trailers in use. This is a pic-
ture of Loudoun County High School in
Leesburg, Virginia, just 33 miles from
here. You see a crane hoisting just one
of a whole line of trailers that sit in a
parking lot of this Northern Virginia
high school. Loudoun County alone
needs to build 22 new schools over the
next six years to accommodate their
skyrocketing enrollments. At an aver-
age cost in Northern Virginia of about
$18 million per school, that’s almost
$400 million for just one county!

Mr. REID. Will my friend yield time
off the resolution?

Mr. ROBB. I am happy to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. My friend talked about
Loudoun County. Clark County, where
Las Vegas is located, must build one
school a month to keep up with its
growth.

Mr. ROBB. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Nevada. A similar sta-
tistic could be quoted by any one of our
99 colleagues in this Chamber. Many of
those colleagues have similar stories to
tell.

This amendment is not an attempt to
dictate what kind of school moderniza-
tion legislation we should pass; it
merely reserves enough funding to pay
for such an effort. Given the fact that
the Chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee, Sen. ROTH, has reported at
least three tax bills within the last
year or so which contain tax incentives
for school modernization and the fact
that Republican and Democratic mem-
bers alike have various proposals to
use discretionary spending as a vehicle
to finance school modernization, there
is clearly an interest on both sides of
the aisle to find a way to do this.

Even more illustrative of the mo-
mentum to fund school modernization
legislation was the introduction last
Tuesday of a truly bipartisan school
construction and renovation bill in the
House. It’s sponsored by Representa-
tives NANCY JOHNSON and CHARLIE RAN-
GEL and has 130 other co-sponsors.
School modernization has been a top
priority of the education community
for the past three years. And this com-
munity is joined by engineers, archi-
tects, mayors across the country, civil
rights groups, and even some religious
groups.

Mr. President, Let’s make it a pri-
ority this year. This amendment re-
flects a commitment similar to the one
that our parents and grandparents
made a generation ago. I hope we can
summon similar courage in this gen-
eration.

Even more illustrative of the mo-
mentum to fund school modernization
legislation was the introduction last
Tuesday of a truly bipartisan school
construction and renovation bill in the
House.

It is sponsored by Representatives
NANCY JOHNSON and CHARLIE RANGEL
and has 103 other cosponsors.

School modernization has been a top
priority of the education community
for the past 3 years. This community is
joined by engineers, architects, mayors
across the country, civil rights groups,
and even some religious groups.

Mr. President, let’s make it a pri-
ority this year. This amendment re-
flects a similar commitment to the one
that our parents and grandparents
made a generation ago. I hope that we
can summon similar courage in this
generation.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
strongly support Senator ROBB’s
amendment which encourages the Sen-
ate to make school modernization a
top priority by providing $1.3 billion in
discretionary spending for grants and
loans for the urgent repair and renova-
tion of public elementary and sec-
ondary schools in high-need areas, and
to leverage $25 billion in interest-free
bonds in FY2001.

I also commend Senator ROBB and
Senator HARKIN for their leadership on
this issue, and I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment that is nec-
essary to help the nation meet the crit-
ical need to modernize and rebuild
crumbling and overcrowded schools.
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Nearly one third of all public schools

are more than 50 years old. 14 million
children in a third of the nation’s
schools are learning in substandard
buildings. Half of all schools have at
least one unsatisfactory environmental
condition. The problems with ailing
school buildings are not the problems
of the inner city alone. They exist in
almost every community—urban,
rural, or suburban.

In Massachusetts, 41 percent of
schools report that at least one build-
ing needs extensive repairs or should be
replaced. 80 percent of schools report at
least one unsatisfactory environmental
factor. 48 percent have inadequate
heating, ventilation, or air condi-
tioning. And 36 percent report inad-
equate plumbing systems.

In addition to modernizing and ren-
ovating dilapidated schools, commu-
nities need to build new schools in
order to keep pace with rising enroll-
ments and to reduce class sizes. Ele-
mentary and secondary school enroll-
ment has reached an all-time high this
year of 53.4 million students, and will
continue to grow. The number will rise
by 324,000 in 2000, by 282,000 in 2001, and
by 250,000 in 2002. It will continue on
this upward trend in the following
years.

For example, in Fitchburg, Massa-
chusetts, enrollments are rising by 200
students a year. Educators there would
like to reduce class size, extend special
education and bilingual education pro-
grams, and hire new teachers, but the
school system does not have the facili-
ties or resources to accomplish these
important goals. Instead, Fitchburg
has been forced to construct four port-
able facilities—and a fifth is under con-
struction—to deal with overcrowding.

According to a report this year, total
unmet school modernization needs, in-
cluding technology and infrastructure,
totals $307 billion—almost three times
the amount estimated in 1995. Massa-
chusetts has $9.9 billion in unmet tech-
nology and infrastructure needs.

The time is now to do all we can to
help rebuild and modernize public
schools, so that all children can suc-
ceed in safe, technologically-equipped
schools. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port Senator ROBB’s amendment.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this is a
unique moment in our history.

We are at the dawn of a new century.
And the United States is in a period of
unprecedented economic prosperity.

We have the lowest unemployment
rate in decades, the number of families
on welfare has declined and new jobs
continue to be created at a record pace.

However, we know that despite the
longest economic boom in history,
some Americans have been left behind.
As we look to the future, one of our
challenges will be to make sure the ris-
ing tide lifts all boats. In addition, we
also face the challenge of keeping the
prosperity going.

The pending budget resolution jeop-
ardizes our prosperity. It jeopardizes
the economy, threatens the Social Se-

curity surplus, and shortchanges Medi-
care. The resolution does not provide
an adequate prescription drug benefit,
provide sufficient debt reduction or in-
vest in education.

The budget resolution undermines
the public’s priorities and will impose
deep cuts in domestic programs. Fewer
children will be served by Head Start,
there will be fewer new teachers to re-
duce class size and no additional offi-
cers for community policing.

Instead, the budget proposes a risky
tax scheme that jeopardizes our na-
tion’s future prosperity and produc-
tivity.

The GOP’s budget plan squanders the
entire non-Social Security surplus on a
reckless tax cut and provides no fund-
ing for national priorities such as
school modernization. It rejects the
President’s proposal to provide $25 bil-
lion in bonds to underwrite construc-
tion of 6,000 new schools. It also rejects
$1.3 billion in grants and loans for
emergency repairs to public schools.

This budget sets the wrong national
priorities. It chooses tax cuts for the
wealthy over modernizing our chil-
dren’s schools. The Robb-Harkin
amendment corrects this serious short-
coming by providing a comprehensive
national strategy to repair, renovate
and modernize our public schools.

States and local communities are
struggling to renovate existing schools
and build new ones to alleviate over-
crowding. School construction and
modernization are necessary to equip
classrooms for the 21st Century, im-
prove learning conditions, end over-
crowding, and make smaller classes
possible.

Our school buildings are simply wear-
ing out. Nearly three-quarters of all
U.S. public schools were built before
1970.

According to the National Center for
Education Statistics, when a school is
between 20 and 30 years, frequent re-
placement of equipment is necessary.

When a school is between 30 and 40
years old all of the original equipment
should have been replaced, including
the roof and electrical systems.

After 40 years of age, a school build-
ing begins to deteriorate rapidly and
most schools are abandoned after 60
years.

The average school building is 42
years old and technology is placing
new demands on schools. As a result of
increased use of technology, many
schools must install new wiring, tele-
phone lines and electrical systems. The
demand for the Internet is at an all-
time high, but in the nation’s poorest
schools, only 39% of classrooms have
Internet access.

In 1998, the American Society of Civil
Engineers issued a report card on our
nation’s infrastructure. The report
found many problems. However, the
most startling finding is with respect
to our nation’s public schools.

ASCE reports that public schools are
in worse condition than any other sec-
tor of our national infrastructure. This

is an alarming fact and should be our
call to action.

The need to modernize our nation’s
public schools is clear, yet the Federal
Government lags in helping local
school districts address this critical
problem.

Because of increasing enrollments
and aging buildings, local and State ex-
penditures for school construction have
increased dramatically—by 39% from
1990 to 1997. However, this increase has
not been sufficient to address the need.

The National Education Association
recently surveyed states about the
need to modernize public schools and
upgrade education technology. Accord-
ing to their preliminary report, $253.9
billion is needed to modernize the
school facilities and $53.7 billion is
needed to upgrade education tech-
nology. For Iowa—$3.4 billion for
school facilities and $540 million for
education technology.

It is a national disgrace that the
nicest places that our children see are
shopping malls, sports arenas and
movie theaters and the most run down
place they see is their public schools.
What signal are we sending them about
the value we place on them, their edu-
cation and future?

How can we prepare our kids for the
21st century in schools that did not
make the grade in the 20th century?

This amendment provides a com-
prehensive, two-prong response to this
critical national problem.

First, we would provide $1.3 billion
each year to make grants and no inter-
est loans for emergency repairs to pub-
lic schools. The Public School Repair
and Renovation Program would help
local school districts fix the roof that
is leaking, repair fire code violations
and put in new electrical wiring.

Mr. President, 25% of schools in New
York City are still heated by coal and
46% of U.S. schools lack adequate elec-
trical wiring to support the full-scale
use of technology. Sixteen million chil-
dren attend schools without proper
heating, ventilation or air condi-
tioning. Twelve million students at-
tend classes in schools with defective
plumbing. These grants and loans
would make it possible to install the
modern heating systems, plumbing,
and new electrical wiring that are des-
perately needed in schools across
America.

In addition, these grants and loans
could be used to remedy violations of
state or local fire codes. The Iowa Fire
Marshal reported a five-fold increase in
the number of fires in schools over the
past decade. During the 1990’s there
were 100 fires in Iowa schools. During
the previous decade there were 20.

It is clear that public schools have an
urgent need to make repairs now and
these grants and no-interest loans will
finance up to 8,300 repair projects in
5,000 schools. We will install modern
heating systems, upgrade the electrical
wiring, and repair the fire code viola-
tions.

These grants and loans will address
problems that literally endanger the
lives and safety of our children.
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However, some buildings have simply

outlived their usefulness and need to be
replaced. In addition, enrollment in el-
ementary and secondary schools is at
an all time high of 53.2 million and will
continue to grow over the next 10
years. Therefore, it will be necessary
for the United States to build an addi-
tional 6,000 schools to educate the
growing number of students.

The second part of our comprehen-
sive strategy is to underwrite the cost
of building nearly $25 billion of new
school facilities. Our amendment pro-
vides tax credits to subsidize the inter-
est on new construction projects to
modernize public schools. School dis-
tricts would be able to replaced out-
dated buildings or add more class
rooms so they can reduce class size.
The school modernization bonds would
finance modernization projects for 6,000
schools.

Our amendment provides a modest
national investment to modernize our
nation’s schools and will make a big
difference for millions of children. Fur-
ther, the amendment is fully offset by
reducing the ill-conceived tax scheme
in the Budget Resolution.

I know this kind of approach will
work because it is working in Iowa.
Iowa is in the second year of a school
modernization and repair demonstra-
tion project.

Like the Robb-Harkin Amendment,
the Iowa demonstration also takes a
two-prong approach toward solving
this critical problem. First, the Iowa
project provides grants for the repair of
fire code violations. Secondly, the Iowa
project provides grants to subsidize the
cost of constructing new school facili-
ties.

In a relatively short period of time,
we have already begun to see a dif-
ference in Iowa. Over the past two
years, 138 grants have been awarded for
projects to repair fire code violations.
The federal government provided $6.5
million to install fire alarms, upgrade
electrical systems and other repairs to
make Iowa schools safer.

Last year, six Iowa school districts
received grants to underwrite the cost
of building new school facilities. Over
and over, school officials said the
availability of the federal grant was re-
sponsible for convincing local citizens
to support the school bond issue that
finance the bulk of the project.

Several school districts passed school
bond issues after several tries. One su-
perintendent said, ‘‘In the past, our
school district ran three bond issues
unsuccessfully and it is a credit to the
Department of Education . . . for pro-
viding this Iowa Demonstration Grant
funding as an incentive to help voters
pass bond issues.’’

Another Superintendent said, ‘‘It is
our opinion that both of these grants
played a very important role regarding
the successful passing of the bond
issue.’’

The most recent competition was
just closed and applications for the sec-
ond year of funding are being reviewed.

The Iowa School Construction Grant
is beginning to show the kind of major
impact a modest federal investment
can have on improving the safety of
schools and spurring construction of
new school facilities. The school mod-
ernization provisions mirror the Iowa
Demonstration and will spur the same
kind of activity across the nation that
we are witnessing in Iowa.

The Iowa School Construction Grant
is beginning to show the kind of major
impact a modest federal investment
can have on improving the safety of
schools and spurring construction of
new school facilities. Our amendment
mirrors the Iowa Demonstration and
will spur the same kind of activity
across the nation that we are wit-
nessing in Iowa.

Modern, up-to-date school buildings
are essential for student achievement.
Studies show that students in over-
crowded schools or schools in poor
physical condition scored significantly
lower on both math and reading than
their peers in less crowded conditions.

The General Accounting Office re-
ports that 14 million American chil-
dren attend classes in schools that are
unsafe or inadequate. This is a serious
national problem. And, it demands a
comprehensive national response. The
Robb-Harkin Amendment provides that
effective national response. I commend
Senator ROBB for his leadership on this
issue and urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.
I appreciate the Senator allowing me,
on behalf of the leader——

Mr. REID. I could not hear the Sen-
ator. Would he start over?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
am going to speak on behalf of the
leader for the wrap-up that has been
prepared.

I ask unanimous consent that imme-
diately following my remarks, the Sen-
ate resume consideration of the budget
resolution for Senator DURBIN to offer
his amendment and the appropriate de-
bate. I further ask unanimous consent
that following his remarks, the Senate
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject. Somebody was talking to me.
Please repeat that last request.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I ask unanimous
consent that following the remarks of
Senator DURBIN, the Senate stand in
adjournment under the previous order.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, we don’t have a previous order.
Before we agree to this, why don’t we
do the rest of the unanimous consent
agreement.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I will proceed and
omit any reference to the previous
order. I will go to Thursday’s consent.

I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate reconvenes at 9:30 on Thurs-
day, there be 8 hours and 30 minutes re-
maining on the concurrent resolution,

and the pending resolution be the Dur-
bin amendment relative to tax cuts. I
further ask consent that prior to the
vote, relative to the Robb education
amendment, there be 10 minutes re-
maining, to be equally divided between
Senator ROBB and Senator DOMENICI for
the closing debate.

Mr. REID. The minority has no ob-
jection to these last two paragraphs
the Senator just read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, there
is strong bipartisan support for the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance
Program (LIHEAP). To date, 45 Sen-
ators have signed a letter in support of
$1.4 billion in regular funding, and $300
million in emergency funding, for
LIHEAP during Fiscal Year 2001.

I, along with my colleagues from the
Northeast-Midwest Senate Coalition,
will offer this Sense of the Senate to
demonstrate the broad support for in-
creased LIHEAP funding. The amend-
ment expresses the sense of the Senate
with respect to increasing LIHEAP reg-
ular funding from the current level of
$1.1 billion to $1.4 billion.

In my home State of Vermont, this
past winter brought temperatures of
fifteen below zero; and home heating
oil prices soared to $2 a gallon. Ap-
proximately 11,400 Vermont families
received benefits, which averaged $310
in regular funding for the entire sea-
son. Emergency funding contributed an
additional $50–$135 depending on the
fuel source. These numbers reveal the
frugalness with which this program
now has to operate.

I am concerned that emergency
LIHEAP funding is being used to make
up for regular appropriations funding
shortfalls. During the first four and
half months of FY2000, all available
emergency LIHEAP funding ($300 mil-
lion) was released. There are requests
for additional emergency funding. This
situation demonstrates the need to in-
crease regular funding to at least the
sum of last year’s regular and emer-
gency funding amounts.

There is no doubt that emergency
funding was critical during this past
winter’s severe weather conditions and
volatile fuel prices. However, LIHEAP
funding is most effective when states
have it in the form of regular funding,
allowing proper advance budgeting and
providing funding assistance to low in-
come households before a crisis situa-
tion.

In addition, it is critical that we
maintain the integrity of the LIHEAP
program through the regular funding
cycle. The decision was made last year
to consider the program an additional
non-routine expense. I am concerned
that this designation threatens the
foundation of the program. This
amendment seeks to return LIHEAP to
its regular funding structure.

LIHEAP is an effective tool for main-
taining the basic needs of low-income
households. Nevertheless, stagnant
funding has resulted in a growing eligi-
ble population not receiving benefits
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due to lack of funding. The safety net
for our low-income households is get-
ting ever smaller and ever thinner.

The statistics demonstrate the need
for LIHEAP best. More than two-thirds
of LIHEAP-eligible households have
annual incomes of less than $8,000, ap-
proximately one-half have annual in-
comes below $6,000. It has been esti-
mated that low-income households
typically spend four times what mid-
dle-income households spend on utility
services. Middle-income households
spend about four percent of their in-
come for energy purposes, whereas low-
income households spend between 14%
and 16%, and in many instances up to
25% for utility costs.

Thank you, Mr. President, for the op-
portunity to address the funding needs
of this important program. I urge my
colleagues to support this amendment.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
as a proud cosponsor of this important
amendment for women who are diag-
nosed with breast and cervical cancer
through the National Breast and Cer-
vical Cancer Early Detection Program
(NBCCEDP) at the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC). I am
pleased to join Senators CHAFEE,
SNOWE, GRASSLEY, HARKIN, and others
in support of this amendment. This
amendment says that we Senators be-
lieve that we should pass legislation to
provide Medicaid coverage for certain
women screened and found to have
breast or cervical cancer under the
CDC screening program.

Through March 31, 1999, the CDC
screening program has provided more
than one million mammograms and al-
most 1.2 million Pap tests. Among the
women screened, over 6,200 cases of
breast cancer and over 550 cases of cer-
vical cancer have been diagnosed.
Right now, the CDC screening program
does not pay for breast and cervical
cancer treatment services, but it does
require participating states to provide
treatment services.

The late Senator John Chafee, Sen-
ator SNOWE, Senator MOYNIHAN, and I
along with others introduced the
Breast and Cervical Cancer Treatment
Act of 1999 (S. 662) which currently has
57 cosponsors. This bill gives states the
option to provide Medicaid coverage
for breast and cervical cancer treat-
ment to eligible women who were
screened and diagnosed with these can-
cers through the CDC screening pro-
gram. It is not a mandate for states. It
is the Federal Government saying to
the States ‘‘we will help you provide
treatment services to these women, if
you decide to do so.’’ I am pleased to be
working with the bipartisan team of
Senators LINCOLN CHAFEE, SNOWE,
GRASSLEY, and MOYNIHAN to pass this
important legislation.

Women screened and diagnosed
through the CDC screening program de-
pend on staff and volunteer time to
find free or more affordable treatment;
they depend on the generosity of doc-
tors, nurses, hospitals, and clinics who
provide them with free or reduced-cost

treatment. The demands of managed
care can also make it more difficult for
physicians to provide free or reduced-
fee services. In the end, thousands of
people who run local screening pro-
grams are spending countless hours
finding treatment services for women
diagnosed with breast and cervical can-
cer. I salute the individuals who spend
their time and resources to help these
women. But we must not force these
women to rely on the goodwill of oth-
ers. Right now, the CDC is only screen-
ing 12–15 percent of the women who are
eligible. As more women are screened,
treatment efforts will become even
more difficult. The lack of coverage for
treatment services has hurt the pro-
gram’s ability to recruit providers, fur-
ther restricting the number of women
screened.

In short, it is clear that the short-
term, ad-hoc strategies of providing
treatment have broken down. Because
there is no coverage for treatment,
state programs are having a hard time
recruiting providers; volunteers are
spending a disproportionate amount of
time finding treatment for women; and
fewer women are receiving treatment.
We can’t expand the program to serve
the other 85 percent of eligible women
if we can’t promise treatment to those
we already screen.

The CDC screening program is cele-
brating its 10th anniversary in 2000. I
am proud to be the Senate architect of
the legislation that created the breast
and cervical cancer screening program
at the CDC. Over ten years ago we saw
a need—low-income women were not
receiving basic well-woman care—they
were not getting their mammograms
and Pap smears to detect breast and
cervical cancer. At that time, I and
others wanted to ensure that we not
only diagnosed these low-income
women with breast and cervical cancer,
but that we also provided treatment
for those cancers. But 10 years ago, we
had great deficits and we simply did
not have the money for a treatment
component of the CDC screening pro-
gram. So we made a down payment. We
took the first step with the belief that
it would not be the only step. Well,
now the time has come to take the
next step and include Federal resources
for treatment for women who are diag-
nosed with breast and cervical cancer
through the CDC screening program.

There are three reasons why we
should act now to pass this important
legislation. First, times have changed
since the creation of the CDC screening
program ten years ago. We are now
running annual surpluses, instead of
annual deficits. We have the resources
to provide treatment to these women. I
think we ought to put our money into
ensuring that we save lives. Second,
prevention, screening, and early detec-
tion are very important, but alone they
do not stop deaths. Screening must be
coupled with treatment to reduce can-
cer mortality. Finally, it is only right
to provide Federal resources to treat
breast and cervical cancer for those

screened and diagnosed with these can-
cers through a Federal screening pro-
gram.

I am proud that my own state of
Maryland realized the importance of
providing treatment services to women
who were screened through the CDC
screening program. Maryland appro-
priates over $6 million in state funds
annually for the Breast and Cervical
Cancer Diagnostic and Treatment Pro-
gram for eligible low income Maryland
women. The program has provided
services to over 15,650 women in Mary-
land, including eligible women
screened through the CDC screening
program and eligible women screened
outside the CDC program. The breast
cancer mortality rate in Maryland has
started to decline, in part because of
programs like the CDC’s. But not all
states have the resources to do what
Maryland has done. That’s why this
bill is needed.

This bill is the best long-term solu-
tion. It is strongly supported by the
National Breast Cancer Coalition; the
American Cancer Society; the National
Association of Public Hospitals and
Health Systems; the National Partner-
ship for Women and Families; YWCA;
National Women’s Health Network; the
American Medical Women’s Associa-
tion, and many more.

I urge the Senate Finance Committee
to take up this legislation before Moth-
er’s Day and I urge the Senate leader-
ship to promptly bring it to the full
Senate for consideration. The Breast
and Cervical Cancer Treatment Act (S.
662) has 57 bipartisan cosponsors. Presi-
dent Clinton has included funding in
his 2001 budget to give states the op-
tion of providing Medicaid coverage to
women who have been diagnosed with
breast or cervical cancer through the
CDC screening program. The Com-
merce Committee of the House of Rep-
resentatives has already unanimously
approved this legislation (H. R. 1070).

We must act now to provide a treat-
ment opportunity to all women who
are diagnosed with breast or cervical
cancer through the CDC screening pro-
gram. Breast and cervical cancer treat-
ment is not a partisan issue. It’s a fam-
ily issue. It affects mothers, sisters,
and daughters, and their fathers, hus-
bands, and children. I can’t think of
any better way to celebrate the 10th
anniversary of the National Breast and
Cervical Cancer Early Detection Pro-
gram than by passing the Breast and
Cervical Cancer Treatment Act. I urge
my colleagues to join me in support of
this important amendment.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, the
amendment that I have submitted is a
simple one. In fact, it’s the same one
that I offered last year, and it takes
the tax cuts proposed in this fiscal year
2001 budget resolution and uses that
money, instead, to pay down the debt.

Let me say again: under my amend-
ment, we would take $150 billion that is
projected to accumulate as a result of
our on-budget surpluses over the next
five years, and use those funds, not for
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tax cuts, but for debt reduction in-
stead.

Why should we do this rather than
use this money to reduce taxes?

First of all, if we pay down the debt,
we are going to decrease our interest
payments on the national debt—a debt
which stands at $5.7 trillion today. This
fiscal year, it will cost us more than
$224 billion to service our national
debt—more than $600 million a day in
interest costs alone!

Out of every federal dollar that is
spent this year, 13 cents goes to pay
the interest on the national debt.

In comparison: 16 cents goes for na-
tional defense; 18 cents goes for non-de-
fense discretionary spending; and 53
cents goes for entitlement spending.

We’ll spend more on interest this
year than we’ll spend on Medicare.

When I consider these numbers, it
makes me determined to do all that I
can to decrease our debt even further.

That’s why I believe that every fiscal
decision we make in this Congress
should be measured against the back-
drop of how it will decrease our $5.7
trillion national debt. And I’m not the
only one who believes that.

In fact, in testimony before the Sen-
ate Budget Committee this past Janu-
ary, CBO Director Crippen stated that
‘‘most economists agree that saving
the surpluses, paying down the debt
held by the public, is probably the best
thing that we can do relative to the
economy.’’

And on the very same day, Federal
Reserve Chairman Greenspan said, ‘‘my
first priority would be to allow as
much of the surplus to flow through
into a reduction in debt to the public.
From an economic point of view, that
would be, by far, the best means of em-
ploying it.’’

Lowering the debt sends a positive
signal to Wall Street and to Main
Street. It encourages more savings and
investment which, in turn, fuels pro-
ductivity and continued economic
growth. It also lowers interest rates,
which in my view, is a real tax reduc-
tion for the American people.

Furthermore, devoting on-budget
surpluses to debt reduction is the only
way we can ensure that our nation will
not return to the days of deficit spend-
ing should the economy take a sharp
turn for the worse or a national emer-
gency arise.

As Alan Greenspan has testified be-
fore Congress, ‘‘a substantial part of
the surplus . . . should be allowed to
reduce the debt, because you can al-
ways increase debt later if you wish to,
but it’s effectively putting away the
surplus for use at a later time if you so
choose.’’

Some of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle oppose the tax cuts,
preferring instead to use the money to
increase spending. I believe that spend-
ing the surplus is an even worse use of
the money.

Now, many have argued that putting
the Social Security surplus in a ‘‘lock-
box’’ will be enough to pay down our

debt. However, I should remind my col-
leagues that in the near future, we
might not have Social Security sur-
pluses available for debt reduction, be-
cause we may need them for Social Se-
curity reform, especially if we go to a
system of private accounts.

We cannot keep putting off our re-
sponsibilities. If we have the ability—
like we do now—we have a moral obli-
gation to pay back our debts.

We must face the fact that because of
30 years of irresponsible fiscal policies
our national debt has increased 1,300%.
During that time Congress and our
Presidents weren’t willing to pay for
the things they wanted, or, in the al-
ternative, do without those items they
could not afford.

I agree with General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO) Comptroller General David
Walker, who, in testimony before the
House Ways and Means Committee last
year, said:

. . . this generation has a stewardship re-
sponsibility to future generations to reduce
the debt burden they inherit, to provide a
strong foundation for future economic
growth, and to ensure that future commit-
ments are both adequate and affordable. Pru-
dence requires making the tough choices
today while the economy is healthy and the
workforce is relatively large—before we are
hit by the baby boom’s demographic tidal
wave.

As most of my colleagues know, Con-
gressional Budget Office (CBO) figures
show that the United States will
achieve a $26 billion on-budget surplus
this current fiscal year, FY 2000.

However, it is of utmost importance
that we oppose the temptation to
squander this surplus.

In that regard, I have to commend
Majority Leader TRENT LOTT for stick-
ing to his guns on not moving forward
on a fiscal year 2000 supplemental ap-
propriations bill. He has stated his op-
position to a separate bill, preferring
instead, to include funding in the reg-
ular appropriations bills.

And we need to get moving on those
bills quickly, especially because of the
need for money to ensure our nation’s
defense readiness, our Kosovo peace-
keeping mission and Colombia’s drug
eradication efforts.

All we need to do is look at the
version of the supplemental that
passed in the House of Representatives
to see why we should not move forward
with a supplemental bill. Indeed, the
House started with the President’s re-
quest of $5.1 billion, reported a bill out
of the Appropriations Committee that
was some $9 billion and passed a final
bill that was $12.7 billion.

Imagine the size of the supplemental
once the Senate got through with it?

The worst thing that Congress could
do now is throw away any portion of
that $26 billion on-budget surplus that
was achieved in FY 2000 on non-emer-
gency spending.

And another reason that we should
not pass the supplemental is that it
can be argued that $22 billion of the $26
billion on-budget surplus that Congress
would be tapping into comes from the
Medicare Part A trust fund.

Instead of squandering this surplus,
let’s use it to pay down the debt. It will
be our first sizable on-budget surplus
that we’ve been able to use for debt re-
duction in 40 years, and a truly histor-
ical accomplishment.

And let’s continue to make history
by using future on-budget surpluses to
pay down our national debt.

Mr. President, I believe that if we
can pass this amendment, and add it to
the fine work that the Budget Com-
mittee Chairman has accomplished in
this resolution—and with the promise
from the Majority Leader on the sup-
plemental—I believe we will have made
a real difference.

We will have provided a decent budg-
et that should address some of our
most pressing problems, and, we will
take whatever on-budget surplus dol-
lars that come in and use them to re-
duce the national debt. Not spending
increases, not tax breaks, but simply
paying down the debt.

Mr. President, again, my amendment
is simple: it takes the $150 billion in
tax cuts assumed by this budget resolu-
tion and instead says to spend it on
debt reduction. I urge my colleagues
who believe that we should do all that
we can to bring down our national debt
to support this amendment.

Thank you Mr. President. I yield the
floor.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be a
period for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

LEADERSHIP OF SOUTH DAKOTA
BASKETBALL GREAT MIKE MIL-
LER

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, it is a
great honor for me to represent the
people of South Dakota in the United
States Senate. They are the best re-
source in a state with an infinite num-
ber of tremendous attributes, and the
best part of my job is getting to know
and work with them on a daily basis.

I have often stood before my col-
leagues here in the Senate to recognize
the accomplishments of South Dako-
tans. Many times, the names sound un-
familiar to those in this chamber.
Today, however, I want to congratulate
a young man who made the country
stand up and take notice—and who
showed the country how we play bas-
ketball in South Dakota. His name is
Mike Miller, and, as every college bas-
ketball fan knows, he recently led the
Florida Gators to the NCAA Division I
National Championship basketball
game. Although the Gators fell in a
hard fought battle to the Michigan
State Spartans, anyone who saw that
game knows that Mike Miller is a very
special basketball player.
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Mike was named Most Outstanding

Player in his region for the tour-
nament. That is a tremendous feat for
any college player and was made pos-
sible only because Mike’s last-second
shot against Butler advanced Florida
and kept his team’s hopes of reaching
the championship game alive. His
clutch play continued in every game of
the tournament, making it easy to see
why Mike was named the best player in
his region. Remarkably, Mike did all of
this as just a sophomore.

Mike Miller is from Mitchell—a lead-
er in South Dakota high school basket-
ball—and as a Kernel he played under
the legendary Gary Munsen. Mike
started learning about the game of bas-
ketball long before he got to high
school, however. His uncle, Dakota
Wesleyan great Alan Miller, is the all-
time leading college scorer in South
Dakota. And Mike’s older brother
Ryan, who played for Northern State,
currently plays professionally in Aus-
tralia. The Millers are a big part of the
reason that growing up in Mitchell
means growing up around basketball.

In a time when too many athletes
seem to be more concerned with indi-
vidual statistics than playing as a
team, when the bottom line seems to
matter more to some professionals
than the love of the game, it’s refresh-
ing to see someone like Mike Miller on
the court. Through the course of the
tournament and the championship
game in Indianapolis, Mike showed his
opponents and the country how basket-
ball is played in South Dakota—and
how it should be played everywhere
else. His unselfish play makes the play-
ers around him better; he has an un-
canny ability to step up his game dur-
ing crunch time; and he never stops
working to improve. That’s what he
learned in Mitchell—that’s what he
learned in South Dakota—and that’s
what he’s showing the college basket-
ball world.

Although the Gators fell a few points
shy the other night in Indiana, Mike
Miller made us proud in South Dakota.
He proved to the country what those at
the Corn Palace and at Mitchell High
already know—that Mike Miller is a
champion. We are very proud to call
him one of our own.

Let me, of course, congratulate the
Michigan State Spartans and the Uni-
versity of Connecticut Huskies wom-
en’s team for their championship sea-
sons. But, on behalf of everyone who
cheered for him, I would also like to
take this opportunity to congratulate
Mike, his team and his parents—Tom
and Sheryl Miller of Mitchell—for the
incredible run the Florida Gators had
this season. It was fun to watch, and I
know we all look forward to seeing
more of Mike Miller in the years to
come.
f

HEALTH CARE FOR MILITARY
RETIREES

Mr. GORTON. Over the past few
weeks, I have had the opportunity to

sit down and listen to military retirees
during their veterans service organiza-
tions’ annual visit to Washington, DC.
Without exception, access to health
care was a priority for each and every
group. As a retired officer in the Air
Force Reserve, I understand the inter-
est in and importance of this issue to
those who dedicated a career to serving
and defending our Nation—I speak not
only of the service members them-
selves, but their spouses and dependent
family members as well.

After listening to retirees’ personal
stories and policy presentations, as
well as reading the numerous letters on
health care legislation I receive each
week from military retirees across
Washington State, I am convinced that
Congress, the President and the De-
partment of Defense must address the
issue of retirees’ access to health care.
In response to the requests of my mili-
tary retiree constituents, I am cospon-
soring Senate bills 915 and 2003, the
‘‘Keep Our Promise to America’s Mili-
tary Retirees Act.’’

In the past several years, I cospon-
sored and supported efforts to establish
the Medicare subvention demonstra-
tion program, now known as Tricare
Senior Prime, and the FEHBP dem-
onstration program. The Tricare Sen-
ior Prime demonstration program al-
lows Medicare-eligible retirees to re-
ceive care at military facilities with
Medicare paying the Department of De-
fense for the costs of that care. Some
retirees in my State of Washington
have been able to participate in the
Tricare Senior Prime demonstration
program as Madigan Army Medical
Center was one of the designated test
sites. I have spoken with the Com-
manding Officer at Madigan, my staff
has met at length with those over-
seeing the test at Madigan, as well as
the participating retirees, and it ap-
pears the test is a significant success.

Two concerns I have heard about the
Tricare Senior Prime program are that
this is a demonstration and is sched-
uled to end in December of this year,
and that Medicare’s current reimburse-
ment scheme to the Defense Depart-
ment will not fiscally support a perma-
nent program. Senate bill 915 will
make the Tricare Senior Prime test
program permanent and expand it na-
tionwide to facilities not in the test. It
is important for the Defense Depart-
ment and Congress to act to ensure
Tricare Senior Prime demonstration
program does not expire at the end of
this year and I will be working hard to
ensure Tricare Senior Prime is main-
tained. I also intend to work to see
that Medicare fairly reimburses the
Defense Department so that the costs
of the Tricare Senior Prime program
do not impact the services’ ability to
care for active duty service members
and their families.

Senate bill 2003, sponsored by Sen-
ators TIM JOHNSON, PAUL COVERDELL,
and 24 other Senators, would entitle all
retirees, and their widow or widower,
access to the Federal Employee Health

Benefit Plan (FEHBP), to which all fed-
eral non-military retirees have access.
As I stated previously, I supported es-
tablishing the current FEHBP dem-
onstration program. My support for the
demonstration and my decision to co-
sponsor this bill is driven, to a great
degree, by the fact that there are many
retirees who do not live in close prox-
imity to a military treatment facility,
some due to base closures that shut
down facilities in their area of the
country. This legislation would provide
retirees access to health care regard-
less of where they choose to live. S.
2003 will also expand access to Tricare
to allow Medicare-eligible retirees.

One other issue that I know is of con-
siderable concern to military retirees
is the cost of prescription drugs. This
concern is heightened, in a border
State like Washington, by the dis-
parity in drug prices between the
United States and Canada—an issue on
which I am working for a common-
sense, straight-forward solution. Of in-
terest to Medicare-eligible retirees is
access to prescription drugs from DoD
facilities or a mail-order program. I be-
lieve that it is only fair and appro-
priate for Congress to consider mili-
tary retirees when debating the cre-
ation of a Medicare prescription drug
benefit, which I support.

My cosponsorship of Senate bill 2003
and 915 is driven by the firm belief that
Congress must address the current
health care situation of military retir-
ees. The President and Defense Depart-
ment must be active participants in
this matter. Military retirees dedi-
cated their lives to defending our Na-
tion and protecting our interests
around the world—they are due a seri-
ous legislative response.
f

NATIONAL ORGAN
TRANSPLANTATION ACT

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a letter dated
April 5, 2000, addressed to Senators
LOTT and DASCHLE, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

We are writing to lodge our strong objec-
tion to consideration of H.R. 2418 by the Sen-
ate. This bill would reauthorize the National
Organ Transplantation Act (NOTA) in a
manner that would adversely affect patients
in many states including our own, who are
desperately in need of organ transplants.

Every year, over 4,000 people die waiting
for an organ transplant. The organ alloca-
tion policy established by the Organ Pro-
curement and Transplantation Network
(OPTN) has been inequitable. Patients with
similar severities of illness are treated dif-
ferently, depending on where they live or at
which transplant center they are listed. Pa-
tients in some parts of the country wait
much longer than patients in other regions,
who have the same level of illness. So for
some, the chance of dying before they actu-
ally receive a transplant is much higher than
for others. Over the last 3 years, 97 people
died while waiting for an organ transplant at
the University of Chicago, 187 died while
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waiting at the University of Pittsburgh, 99
died while waiting at Mt. Sinai, NY, and 46
children died while waiting for an organ at
the Children’s Hospital in Pittsburgh.

Additional problems occur when hospitals
provide large numbers of life-saving trans-
plants to out-of-state patients. Maryland
hospitals, for instance, are required to pay
back United Network for Organ Sharing
(UNOS) with the total number of kidneys
used in transplant operations, even though
40 percent of those transplant are performed
on patients from other states. This means
that states with small populations and cen-
ters of excellence in transplantation more
easily build up a so-called ‘‘kidney debt.’’ A
‘‘payback’’ requirement also applies to livers
between some Organ Procurement Organiza-
tions (OPOs) or within certain OPOs. With-
out greater regional sharing of organs, such
policies result in longer than the national
average wait times and possible sanctions by
UNOS, merely because a state provides life-
savings services to non-residents.

To eliminate these inequities, the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services (HHS)
issued regulations, which became effective
March 16th, that establish a framework for
organ allocation policies to be developed by
the network. The policies will be based on
sound medical judgment and will be fairer
for all patients, irrespective of where they
live.

Regrettably, H.R. 2418 would take us back-
ward and undermine current efforts make
the system more equitable. The bill dele-
gates current government authority to a pri-
vate entity without appropriate standards of
Federal review. The bill denies HHS any role
in overseeing organ allocation and pro-
moting practices that are in the best inter-
est of the entire public health. The congres-
sionally mandated study by the Institute of
Medicine clearly stated that such a role for
HHS was both necessary and appropriate. In-
stead, the bill grants extraordinary powers
to a private sector entity to select and ap-
prove the Federal controller that manages
the OPTN. The manner of such selection
does not appear to be consistent with exist-
ing principles of the Federal acquisition
process, which promote full and open com-
petition in awarding Federal contracts. Fur-
thermore, the bill would not incorporate the
Institute of Medicine’s recommendation of
standardization of patient listing practices
and broader sharing of organs.

It is our hope that we can work with the
committee of jurisdiction here in the Senate,
the Health, Education, Labor and Pension
Committee, to forge in an alternative reau-
thorization bill. It is our understanding that
Senators Frist and Kennedy are currently
working on a bill that would be more in
keeping with the IOM’s recommendations.
We ask that this bill not disrupt the new
HHS regulations.

Because of our strong objections to H.R.
2418, we request that we be notified and con-
sulted before any unanimous consent agree-
ment is sought for any legislation that seeks
to reauthorize the National Organ Trans-
plant Act, to ensure our ability to exercise
our rights in the shaping of this important
legislation.

Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,
RICHARD J. DURBIN,
BOB KERREY,
RICK SANTORUM,
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI,
PETER G. FITZGERALD,
CHUCK HAGEL,
ARLEN SPECTER,
PAUL S. SARBANES,
CHARLES E. SCHUMER.

TRADE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
SYSTEM

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to address a concern I have
about the way we run our trade policy.

Over a quarter century ago, Congress
passed the Trade Act of 1974. It was a
monumental piece of legislation which
laid the foundation for America’s cur-
rent trade policy operations. One of its
features was a formal system of non-
partisan advisory committees. These
committees were designed to give the
Executive Branch advice from the pri-
vate sector on trade agreements.

The Trade Act created two tiers of
advisory committees. At the top is the
Advisory Committee on Trade Policy
and Negotiations (ACTPN), composed
of 45 people serving for a 2-year term.
The members are officers of corpora-
tions, trade associations and labor
unions. A parallel committee known as
TEPAC provides advice on trade and
the environment. The next tier con-
tains the Industry Sector Advisory
Committees and the Industry Func-
tional Advisory Committees, known as
ISAC’s and IFAC’s. The Trade Act
gives the Executive Branch substantial
leeway in creating them, chartering
them, and choosing their members.
Today there are more than two dozen
ISAC’s and IFAC’s.

Mr. President, the Clinton Adminis-
tration announced last month that it
was taking a hard look at the advisory
committee process. I support that. In
the past year, we’ve witnessed some
unwelcome developments in the advi-
sory committee system that call into
question whether its operating in the
way Congress intended.

In May 1999, the head of a prominent
environmental group resigned from the
TEPAC. He resigned after his com-
mittee was asked to comment on regu-
lations only after, rather than before,
they were proposed by the State De-
partment.

In November 1999, the U.S. District
Court in Seattle ruled in favor of envi-
ronmentalists who were seeking rep-
resentation on two of the ISAC’s for
paper and wood products. They be-
lieved that the trade issues under dis-
cussion could have environmental con-
sequences, and they wanted the ISAC’s
to consider those consequences when
providing advice to the government.
The Court agreed, and the Commerce
Department took steps to comply.

For reasons I don’t understand, the
Justice Department appealed the deci-
sion after the Commerce Department
had taken these steps. I have already
said that I will introduce legislation
mandating environmental participa-
tion if the District Court decision is
overturned.

In January 2000, all three labor rep-
resentatives resigned from the ACTPN,
the top-tier committee. Their com-
plaint was that they had no say in
shaping the discussion agenda. So now
nobody speaks on behalf of American
workers on the ACTPN.

Clearly, Mr. President, this process
isn’t working the way Congress in-

tended. It is time for a fresh look. Let
me focus on what I believe are the two
main issues we should consider: trade
agreement compliance and open par-
ticipation.

In the 1974 Trade Act, Congress gave
the advisory committees two main
tasks. The first task was to give advice
on upcoming and ongoing trade nego-
tiations. The advice they give helps set
negotiating objectives and bargaining
positions. The second task related to
existing trade agreement. The ACTPN,
the ISAC’s and the IFAC’s were to give
advice and information on compliance
with these existing trade agreements.

We need more work on the second
task.

Over the past 20 years, the United
States has entered into more than 400
trade agreements. Last month the GAO
issued a report on how well we monitor
and enforce them. The answer: not very
well.

The American Chamber of Commerce
in Japan has just released an analysis
of our bilateral trade agreements
there. They examined over 50 separate
agreements, testing them for effective
implementation. Of the ones given a
numerical grade, over half flunked the
implementation test. That’s miserable.

What’s the problem? The problem is
two-fold. First, everyone wants to ne-
gotiate agreements, but nobody wants
to implement them. That leads to the
second problem: too few monitors.

With respect to the first problem, Mr.
President, it is worth remembering
that trade policy is carried out by
human beings. Like people everywhere,
they find that negotiating deals is ex-
citing. Negotiating is high-profile
work. What about implementation? Im-
plementing deals is not nearly as excit-
ing as negotiating them. Everyone
signs up to negotiate. No one signs up
to implement.

With respect to the second problem,
the GAO cited a widespread lack of per-
sonnel to monitor and enforce trade
agreements. They pointed to staffing
gaps at in the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive’s office, the Commerce Depart-
ment and other agencies. I don’t doubt
it. President Clinton and Vice Presi-
dent GORE have worked hard and suc-
cessfully to slim down the federal bu-
reaucracy. So there aren’t many extra
hands.

I don’t think this problem can be
solved by hiring more people. In fact,
given the number and complexity of
modern trade agreements, I doubt that
we even could hire enough government
workers to do the job right. We’ve
moved far beyond the old-style trade
pacts that just covered tariffs, where it
is easy to see whether everybody’s
charging the right rate. Nowadays
these agreements cover highly special-
ized non-tariff issues. We have agree-
ments on technical standards for high-
tech electronic products. Agreements
covering regulatory procedures, such
as approving new drugs. Understanding
these agreements takes very specific
expertise.
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Even though these trade agreements

differ widely in scope and in content,
they have one feature in common.
Their aim is opening markets for
American exports. Who is in the best
position to monitor whether or not
they achieve that purpose? I submit,
Mr. President, that the companies who
are supposed to benefit from the agree-
ments are in the best position, along
with their trade associations.

We have about 1,000 people from the
private sector in the advisory com-
mittee system. They are all volunteers,
working free of charge. They do an ex-
cellent job on their first task, advising
the government on the negotiating end
of trade policy. We should get them
working on their second task, moni-
toring existing trade agreements. And
they should do their monitoring out in
the open.

Every new trade agreement should be
assigned to at least one advisory com-
mittee. That committee should be re-
sponsible for monitoring compliance
with the agreement. That committee
should report regularly on implementa-
tion. It should recommend specific ac-
tion when it finds examples of non-
compliance. Complicated agreements,
such as NAFTA and the Uruguay
Round, should be parceled out among
several committees.

Prospective members of trade advi-
sory committees should all meet the
following test: do they represent an or-
ganization willing and able to help
monitor compliance with trade agree-
ments? Only those who answer yes
should be put on a committee.

Mr. President, let me turn now to the
second issue we should examine: public
participation.

I come from a state with a strong
tradition of open government. A Mon-
tanan has the right to attend any
meeting that a State official holds. No
exceptions. The federal government
has a tradition of openness too, espe-
cially with respect to advisory com-
mittees. Congress made openness a
statutory requirement with the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (FACA)
of 1972. When we passed the Trade Act,
we specified openness by requiring that
all of these trade advisory committees
follow FACA procedures.

We left one exception. Meetings
could be closed to the public if they
covered matters which would seriously
compromise U.S. Government trade ne-
gotiations. That’s a quote from the
law. ‘‘Seriously compromise.’’ And
only with respect to ongoing active ne-
gotiations.

Today there aren’t many active trade
negotiations underway. So there is not
much to be seriously compromised.
Nevertheless, too many advisory com-
mittees are still closed to interested
observers. That’s unacceptable. It’s il-
logical. It’s illegal.

What are the advisory committees
talking about in these meetings? I’ve
heard from people who attend them
that almost all of the information dis-
cussed is pretty straightforward. Noth-
ing very secret.

People who are barred from the meet-
ings don’t know that. They begin to
suspect that something’s going on in
those rooms. Maybe somebody is trying
to hide something from them. Closing
off these meetings just feeds that feel-
ing of mistrust. It’s bad government.

In the past, the Administration used
to close all ISAC and IFAC meetings,
until they lost a 1996 court challenge.
It was a blanket closure policy. In ar-
guing this case before the court, the
Trade Representative’s office said that
Congress agreed with the blanket clo-
sure policy, because we never did any-
thing about it.

Let’s do something about it. The
Constitution gives Congress, not the
Executive Branch, authority over
international trade. I intend to intro-
duce legislation designed to clear up
any confusion about what Congress ex-
pects with regard to public participa-
tion in ISAC’s and IFAC’s.

Finally, Mr. President, I have found
one other feature of advisory com-
mittee that we should change. There is
a ‘‘consensus’’ mentality. Some com-
mittees feel that they can only give ad-
vice if they reach a consensus. They
say that this is why committees can’t
have members who come at issues in
different ways. They’ll never get con-
sensus. I see nothing wrong with com-
mittees sending forward recommenda-
tions along with minority viewpoints.
We’re a democracy. We do this all the
time.

I look forward to working with my
Senate colleagues and with the trade
agencies of the Executive Branch to
get the advisory committee system
back on track.

Mr. President, I have written to Sec-
retary Daley and Ambassador
Barshefsky outlining my thoughts on
this issue. I ask unanimous consent
that this letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, April 4, 2000.

Hon. WILLIAM M. DALEY,
Secretary of Commerce, Washington, DC.
Hon. CHARLENE BARSHEFSKY,
U.S. Trade Representative, Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY DALEY AND AMBASSADOR
BARSHEFSKY: Your recent initiative to take a
close look at the trade advisory process is
right on target. As you know, I am con-
cerned by the resignations by prominent
labor leaders and environmentalists from
TEPAC and ACTPN, and by the Administra-
tion’s appeal of the court ruling on NGO par-
ticipation in ISAC’s. It is time to re-examine
the process, balancing sometimes conflicting
goals.

For example, we seek influential leaders
on ACTPN and TEPAC who understand trade
policy. It is not always easy to find both
qualities in one person. As a result, the abil-
ity of ACTPN and TEPAC members to con-
tribute to trade policy formulation varies
widely.

The desire for the ISAC’s and IFAC’s to
foster consensus recommendations leads to
excluding certain interested parties. I have
heard from business groups and NGO’s on
this point. Morever, because the advisory

process can be rigid and slow, it is tempting
to circumvent the ISAC’s or IFAC’s, and in-
stead use informal groups of trade advisors.

Let me offer a few ideas for improving the
process.

We should give the advisory committees a
more active role in monitoring implementa-
tion of existing agreements. Their charters
include this function, but we don’t empha-
size compliance monitoring. We should
strengthen this function. The private sector
can help fill the information gaps which the
GAO identified in its recent report on trade
agreement compliance.

In addition, we should reexamine com-
mittee operating rules, such as procedures
for choosing members and the role of the
designated federal official. This may entail
streamlining the system by reducing the
number of standing committees. Finally, we
have to clarify the relationship between the
1974 Trade Act and the Federal Advisory
Committee Act.

This 26 year-old system is ready for some
fresh eyes and for a legislative remedy. I
look forward to working with you to improve
the process.

Sincerely,
MAX BAUCUS.

f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Tuesday,
April 4, 2000, the Federal debt stood at
$5,758,854,640,223.41 (Five trillion, seven
hundred fifty-eight billion, eight hun-
dred fifty-four million, six hundred
forty thousand, two hundred twenty-
three dollars and forty-one cents).

Five years ago, April 4, 1995, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $4,876,207,000,000
(Four trillion, eight hundred seventy-
six billion, two hundred seven million).

Ten years ago, April 4, 1990, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $3,092,193,000,000
(Three trillion, ninety-two billion, one
hundred ninety-three million).

Fifteen years ago, April 4, 1985, the
Federal debt stood at $1,738,045,000,000
(One trillion, seven hundred thirty-
eight billion, forty-five million).

Twenty-five years ago, April 4, 1975,
the Federal debt stood at
$505,481,000,000 (Five hundred five bil-
lion, four hundred eighty-one million)
which reflects a debt increase of more
than $5 trillion—$5,253,373,640,223.41
(Five trillion, two hundred fifty-three
billion, three hundred seventy-three
million, six hundred forty thousand,
two hundred twenty-three dollars and
forty-one cents) during the past 25
years.
f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO GIL HODGES

∑ Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor Gil Hodges on his 25
year career in Major League Baseball.
Gil Hodges served 18 years as a major
league player and 7 years as a manager,
during which he distinguished himself
through exceptional performance, suc-
cess, professionalism and personal
achievement.

At the conclusion of his playing ca-
reer in 1962, Gil Hodges was the leading
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right handed home run hitter in Na-
tional League history; hitting 20 or
more home runs in 11 seasons, sur-
passing the 30 home run mark four
times and the 40 mark twice. For the
11-year period between 1949 and 1959, he
averaged more than 30 home runs and
100 RBIs per season. Those are some
impressive statistics. A vital part of
both the Brooklyn Dodgers and New
York Mets franchises, Gil appeared in 8
World Series, winning 1 as a player and
1 as a manager. During his tenure, Gil
Hodges led the 1969 Miracle Mets to one
of the most memorable and remarkable
World Championships in the history of
baseball, bringing pride to Mets fans
all across the city.

Beyond being a great major leaguer,
Gil Hodges was a great humanitarian.
He played a major role in the success
and acceptance of his teammate, Jack-
ie Robinson. Jackie’s eventual success
was facilitated by the leadership and
courage of Gil Hodges. A life long New
Yorker, his memory lives on in the
minds of the many Dodgers and Mets
fans that got to witness his greatness.
His number 14 has been retired by the
Mets assuring that his legacy will be
preserved for generations. In closing, I
would like to say that Gil Hodges was
a great baseball player, a great man-
ager, and more importantly a great
man. He was a hero to many and I am
taking this time to pay tribute to his
legacy. Thank you, Gil.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO MR. FILIPPO MILONE
∑ Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize Mr. Filippo Milone,
a well-known community leader who
was recently given the Republican Con-
gressional Committee’s Businessman of
the Year Award. Filippo runs the high-
ly successful and well regarded Pillars
restaurant in Mobile, Alabama which
serves some of the best cuisine not
only in the state, but in the entire
country. This award is truly a testa-
ment to Filippo’s reputation in the Mo-
bile business community and to the
high esteem in which he is held by his
peers. I want to congratulate Filippo
and his wife of 27 years, Geltrude, and
offer my thanks for their dedication to
the city of Mobile.

Born in Italy in 1938, Filippo came to
the United States after fulfilling his
duties in the Italian military. After
traveling to various parts of the coun-
try, Filippo chose to settle in the Mo-
bile area to establish a business and
raise a family. Calling upon his exten-
sive culinary training, Filippo opened
the Pillars restaurant in 1975 with the
idea of creating a unique dining experi-
ence for customers. Today, the Pillars
restaurant continues to thrive. Filippo
has 40 employees and enjoys the satis-
faction that comes with creating op-
portunities for others. He is active in
the community as a member of many
local organizations, including the Res-
taurant Association, the Chef’s Asso-
ciation, and Lion’s Club. Indeed,
Filippo’s many activities truly entitle

him to the recognition that comes with
being named a Businessman of the
Year.

Again, I would like to congratulate
Filippo and his entire family on this
award. I have had the pleasure of eat-
ing at the Pillars Restaurant on nu-
merous occasions and can honestly say
I have never been disappointed. Both
the service and food are always first
class, and being in the company of
someone with such a deep sense of com-
munity is always a pleasure. His com-
mitment to the Mobile area and to Ala-
bama should be commended.∑
f

IN MEMORY OF JOHN ROBERT
STARR

∑ Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, just a
few days ago Arkansas lost one of its
boldest opinion leaders and most re-
spected modern journalists, John Rob-
ert Starr. I rise today to pay tribute to
his career and to offer my sympathies
to his family, friends and colleagues.

A journalist of the ‘‘old-school,’’
John Robert Starr was dedicated to the
tradition of his craft even in this day
and age of on-line papers and 24-hour
news channels. He loved his work and
once said of journalism: ‘‘This is the
place to be—reporting, covering the
day-to-day business. This is where I
would like to be. This is where every-
body ought to be.’’

Ultimately, Mr. Starr would have a
dramatic impact on journalism in Ar-
kansas. But he got his start on the col-
lege newspaper at Southwestern, now
Rhodes College in Memphis. After col-
lege, Starr combined two of his loves,
sports and journalism, to join the
sports staff at the Memphis Commer-
cial Appeal. He later moved to the As-
sociated Press in Little Rock as the
sports editor but soon shifted into the
arena of political coverage.

Throughout his 19-year career at the
AP, including as Little Rock bureau
chief, Starr covered such infamous po-
litical characters as Governor Orval
Faubus, as well as various political
candidates. After a lengthy and suc-
cessful stint, he then left the AP to
teach journalism at the University of
Arkansas at Little Rock. Starr didn’t
last long on the academic side of things
after being recruited to run an after-
noon paper, the Arkansas Democrat.
The Democrat was headed into battle
with a more widely-read morning
paper, the Arkansas Gazette, which
was the oldest newspaper west of the
Mississippi.

As they say, the rest is history. John
Robert Starr led the Democrat through
a raucous, public battle against the Ga-
zette for readership and power. He be-
came known through a must-read daily
column for his sharp wit and engaging
writing. Ultimately, the Democrat
took the Gazette head on with hard
news coverage and even harder-hitting
opinions. It won, taking over the Ga-
zette in 1991 under the masthead of one
combined daily paper, the Arkansas
Democrat-Gazette. It has been said

that, despite his hand in shutting the
Gazette down, Starr mourned the loss
of the competition and lamented the
passing of a major journalistic institu-
tion.

After the takeover, Starr stayed at
the helm of the Democrat-Gazette as
managing editor for just under a year,
but stayed on to write his much-be-
loved daily column until the late 1990’s
when he cut back to three columns per
week. During these years, Starr took
on every topic from politics to travel,
from professional basketball to Razor-
back football’s recent stadium con-
troversy. He always had an opinion and
expressed it like no one else could.
While his career was not without con-
troversy, his opinions were always re-
ceived with respect.

John Robert Starr also devoted much
time to his wife of 51 years, the former
Norma Jeanette Wilson of Pine Bluff,
Arkansas, and their family. They trav-
eled extensively over the years and
their adventures provided material for
many touching columns. Starr is sur-
vived by two sons, a daughter, and nine
grandchildren, whom he loved dearly.

Journalism in my home state is for-
ever influenced by the life and career
of John Robert Starr. He was a dedi-
cated Arkansan, with a passionate
commitment to our state and its com-
munities. With his passing, thousands
of Arkansans will find something miss-
ing as they pick up their morning pa-
pers for years to come.∑

f

THE KOSCIUSZKO FOUNDATION

∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
would like to extend my congratula-
tions to the Kosciuszko Foundation—
the American Center for Polish Cul-
ture—in honor of the Foundation cele-
brating its 75th Anniversary.

As the oldest not-for-profit institu-
tion in the United States which main-
tains cultural and educational ex-
changes between the U.S. and Poland,
the Kosciuszko Foundation organizes
academic, scholarly and scientific ex-
changes, and fellowships and grants for
Polish scholars.

The Foundation also supports efforts
to further business and economic edu-
cation in Poland, and it also funds val-
uable programs to prepare Poland’s po-
litical and social leaders for the coun-
try’s new democratic system.

I commend the Kosciuszko Founda-
tion for promoting Polish education
and culture, and for its years of dedi-
cated service to the Polish and Polish-
American community. Many thanks
also must go to the dedicated folks at
the foundation for maintaining the
vital Polish culture.∑

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message from the President of the
United States was communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his
secretaries.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate a mes-
sage from the President of the United
States submitting a nomination which
was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

(The nomination received today is
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)
f

THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION’S BIENNIAL REPORT ON
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANS-
PORTATION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT—PM99

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation.

To the Congress of the United States:
I herewith transmit the Department

of Transportation’s Biennial Report on
Hazardous Materials Transportation
for Calendar Years 1996–1997. The re-
port has been prepared in accordance
with the Federal hazardous materials
transportation law, 49 U.S.C. 5121(e).

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 5, 2000.
f

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:23 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 758. An act for the relief of Nancy B.
Wilson.

H.R. 3903. An act to deem the vessel M/V
Mist Cove to be less than 100 gross tons, as
measured under chapter 145 of title 46,
United States Code.

H.R. 2418. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend pro-
grams relating to organ procurement and
transplantation.

f

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 758. An act for the relief of Nancy B.
Wilson; to the Committee on Finance.

H.R. 3903. An act to deem the vessel M/V
Mist Cove to be less than 100 gross tons, as
measured under chapter 145 of title 46,
United States Code; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

H.R. 2418. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and extend pro-
grams relating to organ procurement and
transplantation; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

f

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–8336. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Projects
with Industry (Evaluation Standards and
Compliance Indicators)’’ (RIN1820–AB45), re-
ceived April 3, 2000; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–8337. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final
Regulations-Federal Perkins Loan Pro-
gram’’, received April 3, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–8338. A communication from the Board
of Trustees, Federal Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance and Disability Insurance Trust
Funds transmitting, pursuant to law, the
2000 annual report; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC–8339. A communication from the Board
of Trustees, Federal Supplementary Medical
Insurance Trust Fund transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the 2000 annual report; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC–8340. A communication from the Board
of Trustees, Federal Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund transmitting, pursuant to law,
the 2000 annual report; to the Committee on
Finance.

EC–8341. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Commission, Federal Trade
Commission transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Formal Inter-
pretation 17, Pursuant to Section 803.30 of
the Premerger Notification Rules, 16 CFR
Section 803.30, Regarding Filing Obligations
for Certain Acquisitions Involving Banking
and Non-Banking Businesses under the (c)(7)
and (c)(8) Exemptions of the Hart-Scott-Ro-
dino Act as Amended by the Gram-Leach-
Bliley Act’’, received April 3, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–8342. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator for Fisheries, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Department of
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the
Northeastern United States; Spiny Dogfish
Fishery Management Plan; Delay of Effec-
tiveness’’, received March 30, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–8343. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator for Fisheries, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Department of
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Rule to
Implement Amendment 9 to the Fishery
Management Plan for the Coastal Migratory
Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and
South Atlantic’’, received March 30, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–8344. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator for Fisheries, National
Marine Fisheries Service, Department of
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska-Closes
B Season Pollock Fishery within the
Shelikof Strait Conservation Area in the
Gulf of Alaska’’, received March 30, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–8345. A communication from the Chief,
Office of Regulations and Administrative
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety/Se-
curity Zone Regulations; Fort Lauderdale,
FL (COTP Miami 00–030)’’ (RIN2115–AA97)
(2000–0006), received March 30, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–8346. A communication from the Chief,
Office of Regulations and Administrative
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Norwalk River, CT
(CGD01–00–014)’’ (RIN2115–AE$7) (2000–0017),
received March 30, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–8347. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast
Stations; Elaine, AR; Ringgold, LA; Hays,
KS’’ (MM Docket No. 99–280; RM–9672; MM
Docket No. 99–281, RM–9684; MM Docket No.
99–283, RM–9711), received March 30, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–8348. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast
Stations; Easton, Merced and North Fork,
CA’’ (MM Docket No. 99–181; RM–9584; RM–
9700), received March 30, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC–8349. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast
Stations; Littlefield, Wolfforth and Tahoka,
TX’’ (MM Docket No. 95–83; RM–8634), re-
ceived March 30, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–8350. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast
Stations; Newell, SD; Moville, IA; Rockford,
IA; Watseka, IL; Keosauqua, IA; and Box
Elder, SD’’ (MM Docket Nos. 99–96; 00–193; 99–
194; 99–308; 99–309; and 99–310), received March
30, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–8351. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast
Stations; Johnson City and Owego, NY’’ (MM
Docket No. 99–245; RM–9680), received March
30, 2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–8352. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast
Stations; Ankeny and West Des Moines, IA’’
(MM Docket No. 95–108; RM–8631), received
March 30, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–8353. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; CFM
International CFM56–2, –2A, –2B, –3, –3B, and
–3C Series Turbofan Engines; Docket No. 99–
NE–57 (3–28/3–30)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (2000–0183),
received March 30, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–8354. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
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entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Learjet
Model 35, 35A, 36, 36A, 55, 55B, and 55C Air-
planes; Rescission; Docket No. 99–NM–311 (3–
27/3–30)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (2000–0182), received
March 30, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–8355. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Bell Hel-
icopter Textron Canada Model 407 Heli-
copters; Request for Comments; Docket No.
99–SW–75 (3–30/3–30)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (2000–
0180), received March 30, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC–8356. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus
Model A330 and A340 Series Airplanes; Dock-
et No. 99–NM–185 (3–30/3–30)’’ (RIN2120–AA64)
(2000–0181), received March 30, 2000; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–8357. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Israel
Aircraft Industries, Ltd., Model Astra SPX
Series Airplanes; Docket No. 99–NM–256 (3–28/
3–30)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (2000–0184), received
March 30, 2000; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–8358. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Modification of the Airspace for
Grand Canyon National Park; Docket No.
FAA–99–5926 (4–4/4–3)’’ (RIN2120–AG74), re-
ceived April 3, 2000; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–8359. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Commercial Air Tour Limitation
in the Grand Canyon National Park Special
Flight Rules Area; Docket No. FAA–99–5927
(4–4/4–3)’’ (RIN2120–AG73), received April 3,
2000; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–8360. A communication from the Acting
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endan-
gered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants:
Determination of Threatened Status for the
Northern Idaho Ground Squirrel’’ (RIN1018–
AE84), received March 31, 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

EC–8361. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation relative to cre-
ation of a highway emergency relief reserve;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC–8362. A communication from the Vice
President, Communications, Tennessee Val-
ley Authority transmitting the Statistical
Summary for fiscal year 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

f

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM–451. A resolution adopted by the
Board of County Commissioners, Spokane
County, Washington relative to the United

Nations Convention on the Elimination of
All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

POM–452. A resolution adopted by the
Board of Commissioners, Ferry County,
Washington relative to the Endangered Spe-
cies Act; to the Committee on Environment
and Public Works.

POM–453. A resolution adopted by the
Southern Governors’ Association relative to
the Master Water Control Manual for the
Missouri River; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

f

REPORT OF COMMITTEE

The following report of committee
was submitted:

By Mr. MACK, from the Joint Economic
Committee: Special Report entitled ‘‘The
2000 Joint Economic Report’’ (Rept. No. 106–
225).

f

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. MURKOWSKI for the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

Thomas A. Fry, III, of Texas, to be Direc-
tor of the Bureau of Land Management.

(The above nomination was reported
with the recommendation that he be
confirmed subject to the nominee’s
commitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.)
f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr.
INOUYE):

S. 2357. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to permit retired members of
the Armed Forces who have a service-con-
nected disability to receive military retired
pay concurrently with veterans’ disability
compensation; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Ms.
LANDRIEU):

S. 2358. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act with respect to the operation by
the National Institutes of Health of an ex-
perimental program to stimulate competi-
tive research; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. ROBB (for himself and Mr.
WARNER):

S. 2359. A bill to make technical correc-
tions in United States Customs Service regu-
lations regarding the importation of goods
bearing foreign owned trademarks or trade
names, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

By Mr. SHELBY:
S. 2360. A bill to amend the Gramm-Leach-

Bliley Act to provide for a limitation on
sharing of behavioral profiling information,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. SCHUMER:
S. 2361. A bill to amend Public Law 85–159

to strike the provision relating to trans-
mission of power generated by the Niagara
Power Project, New York, to neighboring

States; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. INHOFE, and Ms.
LANDRIEU):

S. 2362. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act
to direct the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to consider risk
assessments and cost-benefit analyses as
part of the process of establishing a new or
revised air quality standard; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works.

By Mr. CRAPO:
S. 2363. A bill to subject the United States

to imposition of fees and costs in proceedings
relating to State water rights adjudications;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself and
Mr. GREGG):

S. 2364. A bill to amend the Social Security
Act to require Social Security Administra-
tion publications to highlight critical infor-
mation relating to the future financing
shortfalls of the social security program; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr.
BOND, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
REED, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. ABRAHAM,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. COCHRAN, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI,
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. ENZI, Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
CLELAND, Mr. HAGEL, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. GORTON, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, Mr. HELMS, Mr. ALLARD, Mrs.
LINCOLN, Mr. L. CHAFEE, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. BROWNBACK, and Mr.
VOINOVICH):

S. 2365. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the 15 per-
cent reduction in payment rates under the
prospective payment system for home health
services; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. ENZI, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. HAGEL, and Mr. SES-
SIONS):

S. 2366. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to revise and extend provisions
relating to the Organ Procurement Trans-
plantation Network; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr.
GRAHAM, and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 2367. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to make improvements
to, and permanently authorize, the visa
waiver pilot program under the Act; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself and Mr.
LEVIN):

S. Res. 281. A resolution to congratulate
the Michigan State University Men’s Basket-
ball Team on winning the 2000 National Col-
legiate Athletic Association Men’s Basket-
ball Championship; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr.
LIEBERMAN):

S. Res. 282. A resolution congratulating the
Huskies of the University of Connecticut for
winning the 2000 Women’s Basketball Cham-
pionship; considered and agreed to.
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STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr.
INOUYE):

S. 2357. A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to permit retired
members of the Armed Forces who
have a service-connected disability to
receive military retired pay concur-
rently with veterans’ disability com-
pensation; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.
ARMED FORCES CONCURRENT RETIREMENT AND

DISABILITY PAYMENT ACT OF 2000

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to introduce legislation
along with my esteemed colleague Sen-
ator INOUYE that will correct an in-
equity for veterans who have retired
from our Armed Forces with a service-
connected disability.

Our legislation will permit retired
members of the Armed Forces who
have a service connected disability to
receive military retired pay concur-
rently with veterans’ disability com-
pensation.

Mr. President, disabled military re-
tirees are only entitled to receive dis-
ability compensation if they agree to
wave a portion of their retired pay
equal to the amount of compensation.
This requirement discriminates un-
fairly against disabled career soldiers
by requiring them to essentially pay
their own disability compensation.

Military retirement pay and dis-
ability compensation were earned and
awarded for entirely different purposes.
Current law ignores the distinction be-
tween these two entitlements. Mem-
bers of our Armed Forces have dedi-
cated 20 or more years to our country’s
defense earning their retirement for
service. Whereas disability compensa-
tion is awarded to a veteran for injury
incurred in the line of duty.

It is inequitable and unfair for our
veterans not to receive both of these
payments concurrently. We have an op-
portunity to show our gratitude to
these remarkable men and women who
have sacrificed so much for this great
country of ours. I hope the Senate will
seriously consider passing this legisla-
tion, to end at last, this disservice to
our retired military men and women.

Mr. President, this legislation rep-
resents an honest attempt to correct
an injustice that has existed for far too
long. Allowing disabled veterans to re-
ceive military retired pay and veterans
disability compensation concurrently
will restore fairness to Federal retire-
ment policy.

This legislation is supported by vet-
erans service organizations, including
the Disabled American Veterans, the
American Legion, and Paralyzed Vet-
erans of America. This is simply the
right thing to do. Our veterans have
earned this and now it is our chance to
honor their service to our nation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the Armed Forces Concurrent
Retirement Disability Payment Act of
2000 and attached documents be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 2357
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Armed
Forces Concurrent Retirement and Dis-
ability Payment Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. CONCURRENT PAYMENT OF RETIRED PAY

AND COMPENSATION FOR RETIRED
MEMBERS WITH SERVICE-CON-
NECTED DISABILITIES.

(a) CONCURRENT PAYMENT.—Section 5304(a)
of title 38, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1) and section 5305 of this title,
compensation under chapter 11 of this title
may be paid to a person entitled to receive
retired or retirement pay described in such
section 5305 concurrently with such person’s
receipt of such retired or retirement pay.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act, and
apply with respect to payments of compensa-
tion for months beginning on or after that
date.

(c) PROHIBITION ON RETROACTIVE BENE-
FITS.—No benefits shall be paid to any person
by virtue of the amendment made by sub-
section (a) for any period before the effective
date of this Act as specified in subsection (b).

NEVADA PARALYZED
VETERANS OF AMERICA,
Las Vegas, NV, April 4, 2000.

Senator HARRY REID,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR REID: Nevada Paralyzed
Veterans of America is dedicated to all ef-
forts that will support and enhance the qual-
ity of life of our members. We consider our-
selves an important voice of reason and logic
when issues of substance arise regarding leg-
islation and health care. In the tradition of
excellence that we acquired during our ac-
tive military training we continue to strive
to maintain the same in promoting quality
of life post disability.

As President of Nevada Paralyzed Veterans
of America (Nevada PVA), I would like to
offer my support of your legislation to per-
mit the concurrent receipt of service-con-
nected disability compensation and retire-
ment pay, without deductions. Nevada PVA
has consistently supported legislation that
would attempt to remedy the unjust dis-
parity in benefits for the men and women
who have served in our Armed Services.

While Nevada PVA supports these meas-
ures, as we have in the past, we must be as-
sured that the other benefits currently being
received by veterans are in no way com-
promised or reduced. VA has just recently
begun getting the funding it needs to avoid
the devastating effects of past flat-lined
budgets. We hope that Congress will see the
wisdom of providing concurrent receipts.

Thank you again for your continued sup-
port of our veterans and for your legislation.
We look forward to the passage of your bill
and the benefits it will bring to our deserv-
ing service-connected disabled veterans.

Sincerely,
LUPO A. QUITORIANO, Ph.D.,

President.

DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS,
DEPARTMENT OF NEVADA,

Las Vegas, NV, April 4, 2000.
Senator HARRY REID.

DEAR SIR: It is our understanding that you
are about to introduce legislation that would

establish ‘‘Concurrent Payments of Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Disability Com-
pensation and Military Retirement’’.

The Department of Nevada DAV goes on
record, with the National DAV, in supporting
such legislation.

I submit, for your perusal, Resolution #30
from the DAV Legislative Program, ap-
proved at convention in 1999.

‘‘Whereas, ex-service members who are re-
tired from the military on length of service
must waive a portion of their retired pay in
order to receive disability compensation
from the Department of Veterans Affairs
(VA) and

‘‘Whereas, it would be more equitable if
the laws and regulations were changed to
provide that in such cases the veteran would
be entitled to receive both benefits concur-
rently since eligibility was established and
earned under two entirely different sets of
enabling laws and regulations: NOW

‘‘Therefore be it resolved that the Disabled
American Veterans in National Convention
assembled in Orlando, Florida, August 21–25,
1999, supports legislation and changes in ap-
plicable regulations which would provide
that a veteran who is retired for length of
service and is later adjudicated as having
service-connected disabilities, may receive
concurrent benefits from the military de-
partment and from VA without deduction
from either.’’

Senator Reid, we thank you for intro-
ducing such legislation. As usual, where Vet-
erans are concerned, you are right out front.

Sincerely yours,
WILLIAM D. BRZEZINSKI,

Adjutant.

AMERICAN LEGION,
DEPARTMENT OF NEVADA,
Carson City, NV, April 4, 2000.

Hon. HARRY REID,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR REID: It has come to my at-
tention that you are in the process of draft-
ing a bill (Armed Forces Concurrent Retire-
ment and Disability Payment Act of 2000)
that will eliminate the present practice of
deducting disability compensation from the
retired pay of military retired veterans. I
have always felt this practice was not fair to
our retired veterans. They are in fact fund-
ing their own disability compensation.

Commander Joe McDonnell and I, First
Vice Commander of the American Legion De-
partment of Nevada, support this bill. If I
can be of assistance to you to get this bill
passed feel free to call on me.

Sincerely,
RON GUTZMAN,

First Vice Commander.

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself and
Ms. LANDRIEU):

S. 2358. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act with respect to the
operation by the National Institutes of
Health of an experimental program to
stimulate competitive research; to the
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH EPSCOR
PROGRAM ACT OF 2000

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce the National Insti-
tutes of Health EPSCoR Program Act
of 2000 with my colleague, Senator
LANDRIEU of Louisiana. This legisla-
tion we are introducing today, when
passed, stands to make a major impact
on the scope of biomedical research
done in America today.

Small and medium sized states, like
ours, have been unfairly discriminated
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against in their competition for federal
research dollars. In 1978, Congress cre-
ated the EPSCoR program (Experi-
mental Program to Stimulate Com-
petitive Research), to make sure that
all states would have the opportunity
to compete for scientific research
funds. Despite this intention, the
EPSCoR program only served to exac-
erbate the exiting funding disparity.
You may ask, how can this be so? The
answer is really quite simple.

The EPSCoR program does not ex-
tend to one of the biggest sources of
scientific research—the National Insti-
tutes of Health (NIH). We are all aware,
the NIH budget is growing rapidly;
NIH’s FY 2000 budget is $17.9 billion—
up 8.43 percent in the past 5 years. Yet,
despite this tremendous boom, 24
states receive 93 percent of NIH re-
search grants, while the other 26 states
split the remaining 7 percent.

Although the NIH budget has re-
sulted in great scientific gains, the re-
search divide continues. One-half of the
states have seen little benefit in the re-
cent NIH increase. The time has come
to correct this allocation program, but
in a way that insures we have the best
biomedical research in the world, and
that those benefits are extended to the
entire country. Research institutes
provide a great opportunity to improve
the health care delivery and quality in
their home state, but only limited op-
portunity exists in half the states, be-
cause of the existing funding divide.

The legislation we are introducing
will provide $200 million to NIH–
EPSCoR states will enable states that
currently receive historically low
amounts of NIH grants to participate
in two special funds.

The first fund is to finance new infra-
structure needs in these states. Be-
cause of their continued lack of equi-
table funding, many EPSCoR states
have fallen behind in their infrastruc-
ture needs and are unable to compete
against non-EPSCoR states. Our legis-
lation will allocate $3.5 million each
year to every NIH–EPSCoR state, to be
used for projects the state EPSCoR
committee targets as meeting the state
biomedical research committees’ goals.
Because the state is responsible for
choosing its infrastructure needs, we
may finally be able to get away from
the yearly requests for special projects
in our states and allow federal funds to
be spent in the most efficient manner
possible.

The second fund is dedicated toward
research in the new NIH–EPSCoR. This
research is for meritorious projects, co-
funded by the NIH–EPSCoR fund and
the NIH Institute or Center. These
projects must meet existing NIH stand-
ards or merit and quality, but will not
have to compete against proposals
from the non-EPSCoR states, which al-
ready dominate the grant process.

Finally, this process will be self sus-
taining. Because research is typically
less expensive to perform in NIH–
EPSCoR states, the savings in adminis-
trative costs are recaptured to fund ad-

ditional research. In FY 1999 we esti-
mate these savings would have added
up to $49 million, which would have
flowed back to NIH–EPSCoR states for
additional research projects.

In recent years, we have made great
strides in biomedical research, how-
ever, that research has been limited to
only a select few. I ask you to join us
in resolving this discrepancy and re-
store equity to the NIH process and
would invite my colleagues to join us
in this effort.

By Mr. SHELBY:
S. 2360. A bill to amend the Gramm-

Leach-Bliley Act to provide for a limi-
tation on sharing of behavioral
profiling information, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs.
FREEDOM FROM BEHAVIORAL PROFILING ACT OF

2000

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the ‘‘Freedom from
Behavioral Profiling Act of 2000.’’ This
legislation would disallow financial in-
stitutions from buying and selling an
individual’s most personal and detailed
buying habits without proper notifica-
tion and without his or her permission.
Put another way, financial institutions
would only be allowed to buy, sell or
otherwise share an individual’s behav-
ioral profile if the institution has dis-
closed to the consumer that such infor-
mation may be shared and the institu-
tion has received the consumer’s af-
firmative consent to do so.

Technology exists today that allows
financial institutions to monitor and
collect your personal buying and
spending habits. According to the April
3 issue of Business Week magazine,
Visa International is ‘‘using neural
networks to build up elaborate behav-
ioral profiles. Over months, these sys-
tems . . . track a person’s behavior on-
line and off, then match it against
models of similar personality and be-
havior types . . .’’

What this means is that financial in-
stitutions have the ability to follow
you to the grocery store to track your
purchases—whether you are abiding by
your doctors recommended diet—and
then to the drug store to see what kind
of drugs you are purchasing. The insti-
tution can also track where you go
throughout the day and into the
evening, and exactly what time you
were there.

Business Week also reported that
such ‘‘far-flung threads’’ as your ‘‘taste
in paperbacks, political discussion
groups’’ and clothing are being ‘‘sewn
into online profiles where they are in-
creasingly intertwined with your data
on health, your education loans and
your credit history.’’ What does this
information have to do with getting a
mortgage? More importantly, are these
institutions sharing these behavioral
profiles? Given the track record of
some of the blue chip firms like Chase
Manhattan Bank and U.S. Bancorp, I
believe the risk is too great to assume
otherwise.

Even more important, what happens
when these behavioral profiles get into
the wrong hands? That rarely happens
you say. Guess again. A Russian teen-
ager using the name ‘‘Maxus’’ stole
350,000 credit card numbers from CD
Universe’s Web site last December. He
then told CD Universe that he would
post the numbers on the Internet un-
less they paid him $100,000. When they
refused to pay him he posted the credit
cards numbers and thousands of visi-
tors downloaded more than 25,000 ac-
count numbers between December 25
and January 7.

A similar case happened on March 24
of this year when two teens in a small
Welsh village hacked into computers of
several online merchants making off
with more than 26,000 credit card num-
bers. The FBI says losses connected to
the thefts could exceed $3 million.

Mr. President, if teenagers from
around the world are gaining access to
account numbers, there is no question
they can steal data banks of behavioral
profiles. In fact, they are. A front page
article in the New York Times dated
April 3, 2000, reports that ‘‘Law en-
forcement authorities are becoming in-
creasingly worried about a sudden,
sharp rise in the incidence of identity
theft, the outright pilfering of people’s
personal information and, with that in-
formation in hand, thieves can acquire
credit, make purchases and even secure
residences in someone else’s name.’’

Mr. President, an important point
here is that potential criminals do not
even have to steal the information.
Due to the significant loopholes in the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act passed last
year, an individual’s behavioral profile
could legally be passed along without
the affirmative consent of that indi-
vidual. The unchecked growth of data
banks and the business of profiling un-
questionably facilitates identity theft.

Some may suggest that there is no
harm in behavioral profiling. I dis-
agree. Despite the fact that consumers
are ‘‘shielded’’ in fraudulent cases, sub-
ject to only $50 maximum liability, the
burden is on credit card owners to
prove the fraudulent charges are not
their own. If the fraudulent charge is
not found immediately, continued pur-
chases or applications for more cards
by the criminal can wreak havoc on an
individual’s credit rating. In fact, one
witness recently testified before the
Senate Subcommittee on Terrorism,
Technology and Government Informa-
tion that she spent over 400 hours try-
ing to clear her name and restore her
good credit.

In ‘‘card-not-present’’ transactions,
that is orders by mail, telephone or
Internet where no signature is re-
quired, merchants are forced to cover
the loss. Thus, identity theft and
fraudulent purchases also take a toll
on the small business man. Reports
suggest that one out of every ten on-
line purchases is fraudulent. My col-
leagues know that small businesses do
not have the margins to eat the charge
on one out of every 10 purchases.
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Mr. President, the American people

are only now becoming aware of the be-
havioral profiling practices of the in-
dustry. The more they find out, the
more they do not like it. That is why I
am offering this legislation . . . to give
the consumer the ability to control his
or her most personal behavioral profile.
Where they go, who they see, what
they buy and when they do it—all of
these are personal decisions that the
majority of Americans do not want
monitored and recorded under the
watchful eye of corporate America.

Mr. President, colleagues in the Sen-
ate, I hope you will join me in an effort
to give the people what they want—the
ability to control the indiscriminate
sharing of their own personal, and pri-
vate, consumption habits.

By Mr. VOINOVICH (for himself,
Mr. BREAUX, Mr. INHOFE, and
Ms. LANDRIEU):

S. 2362. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to direct the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency to
consider risk assessments and cost-ben-
efit analyses as part of the process of
establishing a new or revised air qual-
ity standard; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.
AIR QUALITY STANDARD IMPROVEMENT ACT OF

2000

∑ Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
rise today with my distinguished col-
league from Louisiana, Senator
BREAUX, to introduce a bill that will
provide a commonsense approach to
promulgating regulations under the
Clean Air Act. We are pleased that Sen-
ators INHOFE and LANDRIEU have joined
us as original cosponsors. We introduce
this bill today in a bipartisan manner
to increase public health, safety and
environmental protection.

As a father and grandfather, I under-
stand the importance of ensuring a
clean environment for our future gen-
erations. Throughout my 33 years of
public service, I have demonstrated a
commitment to preserving our environ-
ment and the health and well-being of
all Ohioans. I sponsored legislation to
create the Ohio Environmental Protec-
tion Agency when I served in the state
legislature, and I fought to end oil and
gas drilling in the Lake Erie bed. As
Governor, I increased funding for envi-
ronmental protection by over 60 per-
cent. While in the Ohio House of Rep-
resentatives, I was responsible for cre-
ating the Environment and Natural Re-
sources Committee and was honored to
serve as the first vice chairman of that
committee.

In addition, the state of Ohio has
made significant improvements in air
quality in recent years. When I first
entered office as Governor in 1991, most
of Ohio’s urban areas were not attain-
ing the 1-hour ozone standard. By the
time I left, all but one city was in at-
tainment. However, the Cincinnati
community has worked together,
through a variety of programs, to at-
tain the 1-hour standard and is now
awaiting final action by the EPA to re-
designate it as in attainment.

Overall, the ozone pollution level in
Ohio has gone down by 25%, and in
many urban areas, it has gone down by
more than 50% in the past 20 years.
Ohio is doing its part to provide clean-
er air. Nevertheless, over the years, I
have become more and more concerned
that just in order to comply with fed-
eral laws and regulations, our citizens,
businesses and state and local govern-
ments must pay costs that can be inor-
dinately burdensome or totally unnec-
essary.

In the 104th Congress, I worked close-
ly with a coalition of state and local
government officials and members of
the House and Senate to pass effective
safe drinking water reforms. The re-
sults of our efforts culminated in the
Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments,
legislation which was enacted with
broad bipartisan support in 1996. In ad-
dition, the bill had the support of envi-
ronmental organizations, and I was
pleased to attend the President’s bill-
signing ceremony when these reforms
were signed into law. In fact, at that
time the President praised the bipar-
tisan work and said, ‘‘Today we helped
ensure that every family in America
will have safe, clean drinking water to
drink every time they turn on a faucet
or stop at a public water fountain.
From now on our water will be safer
and our country will be healthier for
it.’’

This cooperative effort is notable be-
cause it showed that a law could in-
clude commonsense reforms that make
the government more accountable
based on public awareness of risks,
costs and benefits. I believe it set a key
precedent for reform of other environ-
mental regulations.

I specifically mention the drinking
water program because it is the model
for the bill we are introducing today.
This bill includes the very same risk
assessment and cost-benefit analysis
provisions that govern our drinking
water. This bill clarifies EPA’s obliga-
tion to identify risks, consider costs
and benefits of a proposed rule and con-
sider incremental costs and benefits of
alternative air quality standards. How-
ever, EPA would retain flexibility in
making final regulatory decisions.

If we can agree these tools improve
rulemakings for something as impor-
tant as the water we drink, where a
regulatory mistake could endanger
millions of lives, they certainly must
be good enough to protect the air that
we breathe.

When I was Governor of Ohio, I be-
came more and more concerned that
the EPA was not taking into consider-
ation sound science, costs and benefits
during the rulemaking process. I was
particularly concerned about the
standards for ozone and particulate
matter. In fact, I was very concerned
that the costs to this country to imple-
ment the new National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone
and particulate matter far outweighed
the benefits to public health and the
environment.

In fact, according to EPA’s own esti-
mates, the costs for implementing the
NAAQS standard for ozone exceeded
the benefits. The President’s own
Council of Economic Advisors pre-
dicted that the benefits would be small,
while the costs of reaching full attain-
ment could total $60 billion.

Just last spring, a U.S. appeals court
remanded EPA’s ozone and PM2.5 stand-
ards, ruling that EPA did not justify
its decision with sound scientific evi-
dence. Ohio was a party to this lawsuit,
which began when I was Governor. The
court didn’t say that EPA couldn’t reg-
ulate at these levels, but that EPA
didn’t give sufficient justification for
doing so.

That has been my point all along. I
have argued that the NAAQS standards
were going to be costly and that we
didn’t even know if making those in-
vestments was going to make a dif-
ference. I believe this bill would help
us avoid some of the legal and legisla-
tive wrangling that has occurred in the
past few years with respect to how we
achieve clean air.

Federal agencies should not force
businesses and consumers to throw bil-
lions of dollars at a problem without
knowing if they’re hitting the right
target. Yet, the EPA is asking all of
America to pay for these new regula-
tions simply because the EPA said it is
the right thing to do and that it has
the authority to do so. However, they
have failed to adequately determine
the effects of changing the ozone and
particulate matter standards.

The challenge facing public officials
today is determining how best to pro-
tect the health of our citizens and our
environment with limited resources.
We need to do a much better job of en-
suring that regulations’ costs bear a
reasonable relationship with their ben-
efits, and we need to do a better job of
setting priorities and spending our re-
sources wisely.

I believe the bill we introduce today
will help achieve these goals in air reg-
ulations. First, I believe this bill will
increase the public’s knowledge of how
and why the EPA makes air regula-
tions. In essence, this bill asks EPA to
answer several simple, but vital ques-
tions:

What science is needed to help us
make good decisions?

What is the nature of the risk being
considered?

What are the benefits of the proposed
regulation?

How much will it cost?
And, are there better, less burden-

some ways to achieve the same goals?
It will also improve the quality of

government decision-making by allow-
ing the EPA to set priorities and focus
on the worst risks first. Careful
thought, reasonable assumptions, peer
review and sound science will help tar-
get problems and find better solutions.

Mr. President, Executive Order 12866
already requires agencies to conduct
risk assessment and cost benefit anal-
ysis. What this bill will do is clarify



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2237April 5, 2000
that EPA must conduct risk assess-
ment and cost benefit analysis. This
bill does not mandate outcomes. In
fact, it does nothing to circumscribe
the EPA Administrator’s ability to
propose and implement regulations to
protect public health. Quite simply, it
imposes commonsense discipline and
accountability in the rulemaking proc-
ess by confirming that EPA has the
flexibility to take risks and costs into
consideration when setting standards
that are going to affect public health
or the environment.

I want to make very clear that this
bill does not mandate how EPA sets
standards. The Administrator will have
discretion to set appropriate standards
to protect human health. EPA would
be required to conduct an analysis of
incremental costs and benefits of alter-
native standards, but would have the
flexibility to choose between a stand-
ard where the benefits justify its cost
or, when health considerations dictate,
the maximum feasible standard.

In addition, this bill does not keep
information about air quality from the
public. To the contrary, this bill is a
public right-to-know bill that requires
EPA to tell the public what informa-
tion it considered before making a
final decision.

Nor does the bill ‘‘gut’’ the Clean Air
Act, as some contend. In fact, it
strengthens it by asking EPA to tell
the public what the risks are that war-
rant regulation and what options are
available to most efficiently and effec-
tively reduce those risks. This bill will
ensure that the Agency sets priorities
and it makes sure that our limited re-
sources are being spent to address the
real risks to public health and the en-
vironment. While many air regulations
set by EPA are well intended, we want
to ensure that these regulations are
going to achieve their purpose and not
unnecessarily pass significant burdens
onto our citizens and state and local
governments.

I strongly believe our challenge is to
determine how best to meet our obliga-
tion of protecting the environment and
health of our citizens with the limited
financial resources we have available
and with the scientific evidence to
back up our actions. It should not be
the government’s policy to initiate or
enact regulations simply because it
sounds like a good idea. It should be
because the evidence shows that it is
the right thing to do.

I have spoken to my colleague and
chairman of the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee’s Clean Air Sub-
committee, Senator INHOFE, and he has
agreed to include this bill in a package
of bills that will be introduced in the
near future to advance discussions on
Clean Air Act reauthorization.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2362

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Air Quality
Standard Improvement Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are—
(1) to establish more effective environ-

mental standards to continue to safeguard
public health and the environment;

(2) to promote better resource allocation to
ensure that serious risks to air quality are
addressed first;

(3) to improve the ability of the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to use scientific and economic anal-
ysis in developing air quality standards;

(4) to yield increased public health and en-
vironmental benefits and more effective pro-
tections while minimizing costs;

(5) to require that relevant qualitative and
quantitative information be considered in
the process of evaluating the costs and bene-
fits of air quality standards;

(6) to promote the right of the public to
know about the costs and benefits of air
standards, the risks addressed, the risks re-
duced, and the quality of scientific and eco-
nomic analysis used to support decisions;
and

(7) to require the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency to conduct
risk assessments and cost-benefit analyses as
part of the process of establishing a new or
revised air quality standard.
SEC. 3. RISK ASSESSMENT AND COST-BENEFIT

ANALYSIS.

The Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘TITLE VII—RISK ASSESSMENT AND COST-
BENEFIT ANALYSIS

‘‘SEC. 701. DEFINITION OF AIR QUALITY STAND-
ARD.

‘‘In this title, the term ‘air quality stand-
ard’ means—

‘‘(1) a national ambient air quality stand-
ard established under section 109 (including
the setting of any emissions budget for pur-
poses of attaining or maintaining any na-
tional ambient air quality standard);

‘‘(2) an increment or ceiling for the preven-
tion of significant deterioration established
under section 163;

‘‘(3) regulations established under section
169A to address the regional haze or other
impairment of visibility by manmade air
pollution in a mandatory class I Federal
area;

‘‘(4) any finding or emission limitation de-
termined under section 126;

‘‘(5) any emission standard or requirement
that applies to on-road and nonroad mobile
sources (including aircraft engine standards)
established under title II;

‘‘(6) any requirement that imposes a limi-
tation on the quality of fuel used in mobile
sources;

‘‘(7) any emission limitation or emission
budget for sulfur dioxide or nitrogen oxides
established under title IV;

‘‘(8) any preconstruction review require-
ment that regulates new sources or major
modifications of existing sources in attain-
ment or nonattainment areas;

‘‘(9) the setting of any emissions budget or
other requirement for purposes of attaining
or maintaining any national ambient air
quality standard under section 110;

‘‘(10) any new source performance stand-
ard, existing source performance standard,
or design, equipment, work practice, or oper-
ational standard established or revised under
section 111;

‘‘(11) any standard to protect public health
and the environment described in section
112(f);

‘‘(12) any new regulation applicable to an
electric utility steam generating unit under
section 112(n);

‘‘(13) the designation of a pollutant under
section 115 as causing or contributing to air
pollution that may reasonably be antici-
pated to endanger public health or welfare in
a foreign country;

‘‘(14) any air pollution control technique
information, transportation planning guide-
lines, information on procedures and meth-
ods to reduce mobile source air pollution, or
control technique guidelines issued under
sections 108 and 183;

‘‘(15) any identification of attainment
dates for national ambient air quality stand-
ards under part D;

‘‘(16) any identification of control meas-
ures for the reduction of interstate ozone air
pollution under section 184; and

‘‘(17) any identification of reasonably
available control measures and best avail-
able control measures for particulate matter
under section 190.
‘‘SEC. 702. RISK ASSESSMENT, MANAGEMENT,

AND COMMUNICATION.

‘‘(a) USE OF SCIENCE IN DECISIONMAKING.—
In carrying out this Act, (including estab-
lishing a new or revised air quality standard
under this Act), the Administrator shall base
any scientific or technical conclusions on—

‘‘(1) the best available, peer-reviewed
science and supporting studies conducted in
accordance with sound and objective sci-
entific practices;

‘‘(2) data collected by accepted methods or
the best available methods (if the reliability
of the method and the nature of the decision
justifies use of the data);

‘‘(3) data (including the underlying re-
search data) that have been made available
to the public, subject to the exemptions
under section 552 of title 5, United States
Code.

‘‘(b) PUBLIC INFORMATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out this sec-

tion, the Administrator shall ensure, to the
maximum extent practicable, that the pres-
entation of information on public health ef-
fects concerning any new or revised air qual-
ity standard is comprehensive, informative,
understandable, and conveniently available
for public comment prior to the promulga-
tion of any regulation under this Act.

‘‘(2) SPECIFICATIONS.—The Administrator
shall, in a document made available to the
public in support of a regulation proposed or
promulgated under this Act concerning an
air quality standard, specify, to the max-
imum extent practicable—

‘‘(A) each population addressed by any es-
timate of public health effects;

‘‘(B) the expected risk or central estimate
of risk for the specific populations or re-
sources, where applicable, and each appro-
priate upper-bound or lower-bound estimate
of risk;

‘‘(C) each significant uncertainty identi-
fied in the process of the assessment of pub-
lic health effects, and studies that would as-
sist in resolving the uncertainty; and

‘‘(D) peer-reviewed studies known to the
Administrator that support, are directly rel-
evant to, or fail to support any estimate of
public health effects, and the methodologies
used to reconcile inconsistencies in the sci-
entific data.

‘‘(3) HEALTH RISK REDUCTION AND COST
ANALYSIS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—As part of the process of
proposing a new or revised air quality stand-
ard, the Administrator shall publish in the
Federal Register and seek public comment
on an analysis of each of the following:
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‘‘(i) Quantifiable and nonquantifiable bene-

fits for which there are factual bases in the
rulemaking record to conclude that the ben-
efits are likely to occur as the result of ac-
tions taken to comply with the new or re-
vised air quality standard.

‘‘(ii) Quantifiable and nonquantifiable
health benefits for which there are factual
bases in the rulemaking record to conclude
that the benefits are likely to occur from re-
ductions in other related pollutants that
may be attributed to compliance with the
new or revised air quality standard, exclud-
ing benefits resulting from compliance with
other proposed or promulgated regulations.

‘‘(iii) Quantifiable and nonquantifiable
costs for which there is a factual basis in the
rulemaking record to conclude that the costs
are likely to occur as the result of actions
taken to comply with or attain the new or
revised air quality standard, which costs
shall include monitoring, actions taken to
comply with or attain the new or revised air
quality standard, and other costs, and ex-
cluding costs resulting from compliance with
other proposed or promulgated regulations.

‘‘(iv) The incremental costs and benefits
associated with each alternative new or re-
vised air quality standard considered.

‘‘(v) The effects of the air pollutant or pol-
lutants for which a new or revised air qual-
ity standard is being considered on the gen-
eral population, including, to the extent rel-
evant and appropriate and where data are
reasonably available, the effects on groups
within the general population such as in-
fants, children, pregnant women, the elderly,
individuals with a history of serious illness,
or other subpopulations that are identified
as likely to be at greater risk of adverse
health effects due to exposure to an air pol-
lutant than the general population.

‘‘(vi) Any risk that may occur as the result
of compliance with or attainment of the new
or revised air quality standard, including
risks associated with other related pollut-
ants.

‘‘(vii) Other relevant factors, including the
quality and extent of the information avail-
able concerning the new or revised air qual-
ity standard, the uncertainties in the anal-
ysis supporting clauses (i) through (vi), and
factors with respect to the degree, and quan-
titative and qualitative descriptions of the
nature, of any risk.

‘‘(B) APPROACHES TO MEASURE AND VALUE
BENEFITS.—The Administrator may identify
valid approaches for the measurement and
valuation of benefits under this paragraph,
including approaches to identify consumer
willingness to pay for reductions in health
risks from air pollutants.

‘‘(C) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
Administrator to conduct studies, assess-
ments, and analyses described in this section
$35,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000
through 2003.
‘‘SEC. 703. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1) BENEFIT.—The term ‘benefit’ means

the reasonably identifiable significant favor-
able effects, quantifiable and nonquantifi-
able, including social, health, safety, envi-
ronmental, and economic effects, that are
expected to result from implementation of,
or compliance with, a new or revised air
quality standard.

‘‘(2) COST.—The term ‘cost’ means the rea-
sonably identifiable significant adverse ef-
fects, quantifiable and nonquantifiable, in-
cluding social, health, safety, environ-
mental, and economic effects, that are ex-
pected to result from implementation of, or
compliance with, a new or revised air quality
standard.

‘‘(3) COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS.—The term
‘cost-benefit analysis’ means an evaluation

of the costs and benefits of a new or revised
air quality standard, quantified to the extent
feasible and appropriate and otherwise quali-
tatively described, that is prepared in ac-
cordance with the requirements of this sec-
tion at the level of detail appropriate and
practicable for reasoned decisionmaking on
the matter involved, taking into consider-
ation uncertainties, the significance and
complexity of the decision, and the need to
adequately inform the public.

‘‘(b) ANALYSIS.—For each new or revised
air quality standard proposed, the
Administrator—

‘‘(1) shall conduct and publish, for public
comment, a cost-benefit analysis to deter-
mine whether the benefits of the new or re-
vised air quality standard justify, or do not
justify, the costs; and

‘‘(2) may analyze the potential distribu-
tional effects of the new or revised air qual-
ity standard.

‘‘(c) DETERMINATION OF HEALTH RISK RE-
DUCTION AND COST CONSIDERATIONS.—

‘‘(1) DETERMINATION OF NO JUSTIFICATION
FOR COST.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, if the Adminis-
trator determines, based on an analysis con-
ducted under subsection (b), that the bene-
fits of a new or revised air quality standard
proposed or promulgated in accordance with
this Act do not justify the costs, the Admin-
istrator may, after notice and opportunity
for public comment, promulgate an alter-
native new or revised air quality standard at
a cost that is justified by the benefits.

‘‘(B) SCOPE OF CONSIDERATION.—In making
a determination under subparagraph (A), the
Administrator shall consider—

‘‘(i) only public health benefits, with re-
spect to a determination concerning a pri-
mary national ambient air quality standard;
and

‘‘(ii) public health and environmental ben-
efits, with respect to a determination con-
cerning any air quality standard other than
a national ambient air quality standard.

‘‘(2) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A determination by
the Administrator under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) shall be reviewed by a court only as
part of a review of a final regulation that has
been promulgated based on the determina-
tion; and

‘‘(B) shall be set aside by a court if the
court finds that the determination is arbi-
trary and capricious.

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion.’’.∑

By Mr. CRAPO:
S. 2363. A bill to subject the United

States to imposition of fees and costs
in proceedings relating to State water
rights adjudications; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.
WATER ADJUDICATION FEE FAIRNESS ACT OF 2000

∑ Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce the Water Adjudication Fee
Fairness Act of 2000. This bill would re-
quire the federal government to pay
the same filing fees and costs associ-
ated with state water rights’ adjudica-
tions as is currently required of states
and private parties.

To establish relative rights to
water—water that is the lifeblood of
many states, particularly in the west—
states must conduct lengthy, com-
plicated, and expensive proceedings in
water rights’ adjudications. In 1952,
Congress recognized the necessity and
benefit of requiring federal claims to

be adjudicated in these state pro-
ceedings by adopting the McCarran
Amendment. The McCarran Amend-
ment waives the sovereign immunity of
the United States and requires the fed-
eral government to submit to state
court jurisdiction and to file water
rights’ claims in state general adju-
dication proceedings.

These federal claims are typically
among the most complicated and larg-
est of claims in state adjudications,
and federal agencies are often the pri-
mary beneficiary of adjudication pro-
ceedings where states officially quan-
tify and record their water rights.
However, in 1992, the United States’
Supreme Court held that, under exist-
ing law, the U.S. need not pay fees for
processing federal claims.

When the United States does not pay
a proportionate share of the costs asso-
ciated with adjudications, the burden
of funding the proceedings unfairly
shifts to other water users and often
delays completion of the adjudications
by diminishing the resources necessary
to complete them. Delays in com-
pleting adjudications result in the in-
ability to protect private and public
property interests or determine how
much unappropriated water may re-
main to satisfy important environ-
mental and economic development pri-
orities.

Additionally, because they are not
subject to fees and costs like other
water users in the adjudication, federal
agencies can file questionable claims
without facing court costs, inflating
the number of their claims for future
negotiation purposes. This creates an
unlevel playing field favoring the fed-
eral agencies and places a further fi-
nancial and resources burden on the
system.

For example, in the Snake River
Basin Adjudication, which is in Idaho
and is probably the largest water adju-
dication proceeding in the country, the
United States Forest Service filed
more than 3,700 federal claims. The
Idaho Department of Water Resources
expended thousands of dollars giving
notice to all other claimants. Addition-
ally the State of Idaho and private
claimants spent over $800,000 preparing
objections to the Forest Service’s
claims. On the eve of the objective
deadline, the U.S. withdrew all but 71
of the claims—the Department of Jus-
tices’ explanation: litigation strategy.

This example is not an isolated inci-
dent. At best, the taxpayers and states
should not be forced to incur these
costs simply because the agency does
not take the time to seriously evaluate
its claims. At worst, the taxpayers
should not bear the brunt of the federal
government’s Machiavellian tactics.

I recognize that the federal govern-
ment has a legitimate right to some re-
served water rights; however, the fed-
eral government should play by the
same rules as the states and other pri-
vate users. The Water Adjudication Fee
Fairness Act is legislation that rem-
edies this situation by subjecting the
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United States, when party to a general
adjudication, to the same fees and
costs as state and private users in
water rights adjudications.

This measure has the full support of
the Western States Water Council and
the Western Governor’s Association. I
ask my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting water users, taxpayers, the
states, and welcome their co-sponsor-
ship.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the bill be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2363
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Water Adju-
dication Fee Fairness Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) Generally, water allocation in the west-

ern United States is based upon the doctrine
of prior appropriation, under which water
users’ rights are quantified under State law.
Appropriative rights carry designated pri-
ority dates that establish the relative right
of priority to use water from a source. Most
States in the West have developed judicial
and administrative proceedings, often called
general adjudications, to quantify and docu-
ment these relative rights, including the
rights to water claimed by the United States
Government under either State or Federal
law.

(2) State general adjudications are typi-
cally complicated, expensive civil court and
administrative actions that can involve hun-
dreds or even thousands of claimants. Such
adjudications give certainty to water rights,
provide direction for water administration,
and reduce conflict over water allocation and
water usage. Those claiming and estab-
lishing rights to water are the primary bene-
ficiaries of State general adjudication pro-
ceedings.

(3) The Congress has recognized the bene-
fits of the State general adjudication sys-
tem, and by enactment of section 208 of the
Department of Justice Appropriation Act,
1953 (43 U.S.C. 666; popularly known as the
‘‘McCarran Amendment’’), required the
United States to submit to State court juris-
diction and to file claims in State general
adjudication proceedings.

(4) Water rights claims by Federal agencies
under either State or Federal law are often
the largest or most complex claims in State
general adjudications. However, the United
States Supreme Court, in the case United
States v. Idaho, 508 U.S. 1 (1992), determined
that the McCarran Amendment does not re-
quire the United States to pay some filing
fees simply because they were misconstrued
or perceived to be the same as costs taxed
against all parties.

(5) Since Federal agency water rights
claims are among the most difficult to adju-
dicate, and since the United States is not re-
quired to pay some fees and costs paid by
non-Federal claimants, the burden of funding
adjudication proceedings unfairly shifts to
private water users and State taxpayers.

(6) The lack of Federal Government fund-
ing to support State water rights adjudica-
tions in relation to the complexity of the
claims involved has produced significant
delays in completion of many State general
adjudications. These delays inhibit the abil-
ity of both the States and Federal agencies
to protect private and public property inter-

ests. Also, failure to complete the final adju-
dication of claims to water restricts the abil-
ity of resource managers to determine how
much unappropriated water is available to
satisfy environmental and economic develop-
ment demands.
SEC. 3. LIABILITY OF UNITED STATES FOR FEES

AND COSTS IN WATER USE RIGHTS
PROCEEDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In any State administra-
tive or judicial proceeding for the adjudica-
tion or administration of rights to the use of
water in which the United States is a party,
the United States shall be subject to the im-
position of fees and costs on its claims to
water rights under either State or Federal
law to the same extent as a private party to
the proceeding.

(b) APPLICATION.—Subsection (a) shall
apply to proceedings pending on or initiated
after the date of enactment of this Act, in-
cluding with respect to fees and costs im-
posed in such a proceeding before the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The head of any
Federal agency that files or has pending any
water rights claim shall prepare and submit
to the Congress, within 90 days after the end
of each fiscal year, a report that identifies—

(1) each such claim filed by the agency
that has not yet been decreed;

(2) all fees and costs imposed on the United
States for each claim identified under para-
graph (1);

(3) any portion of such fees and costs that
has not been paid; and

(4) the source of funds used to pay such fees
and costs.

(d) FEES AND COSTS DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘fees and costs’’ means any
administrative fee, administrative cost,
claim fee, judicial fee, or judicial cost im-
posed by a State on a party claiming a right
to the use of water under either State or
Federal law in a State proceeding referred to
in subsection (a).∑

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself
and Mr. GREGG):

S. 2364. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to require Social Security
Administration publications to high-
light critical information relating to
the future financing shortfalls of the
social security program; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

SOCIAL SECURITY RIGHT TO KNOW ACT

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President,
today, I am pleased to join with my
colleague, Senator JUDD GREGG of New
Hampshire, in introducing the Social
Security Right to Know Act of 2000.

This legislation is aimed at providing
the American people with accurate and
up-to-date information about the cur-
rent and future financial operations of
the Social Security program, so that
they may be in a better position to un-
derstand the choices involved in put-
ting our most vital social program on
sound financial footing for the long
term.

I would like to commend the Senator
from New Hampshire for his instru-
mental role in promoting a similar pro-
posal in the form of an amendment to
the Social Security earnings test re-
peal legislation that this body recently
considered and passed. Unfortunately,
we did not take advantage of Senator
GREGG’s tireless efforts to reach across
party lines to incorporate improved re-
porting to the public about the Social

Security program as part of the earn-
ings test repeal. This legislation is a
complement to Senator GREGG’s prior
efforts, and I am pleased to be offering
this legislation here today with his
support.

As Congress continues to consider op-
tions to preserve and strengthen our
Social Security system, it is increas-
ingly important that Americans have
access to certain salient information
with respect to Social Security’s cur-
rent and future financial picture.

Why is this so important? As all of
my colleagues will recall, in his State
of the Union Address to Congress on
January 27, 1998, President Clinton de-
clared that it was time for the nation
to begin a dialogue on the ‘‘necessary
measures to strengthen the Social Se-
curity system for the twenty-first cen-
tury.’’ He went on to say that the
American people should be invited to
join in this discussion, facing these
issues squarely, and forming a true
consensus on how we should proceed. In
his address, the president announced a
series of public policy forums to be
held around the country, and also
called for a White House Conference on
Social Security to be held in Decem-
ber, 1998. The president indicated that
early in 1999 he would convene the
leaders of Congress to craft historic
legislation that would re-create ‘‘a So-
cial Security system that is strong in
the twenty-first century.’’

I know that there was bipartisan sup-
port here in the Senate and in the
House of Representatives for President
Clinton’s calling to make long-term
Social Security reform our most im-
portant domestic policy priority. And
two years ago I was optimistic about
the prospects for enacting such histor-
ical legislation, particularly about the
opportunity to engage the nation in an
honest national discussion about the
need to reform Social Security, and ex-
change ideas as to how we might best
achieve this. But, as we all know, we
held a national dialogue on Social Se-
curity, and the American people did
participate in the policy forums which
came to pass, and yet here we are
today with little progress toward a bi-
partisan consensus on sustainable So-
cial Security reform.

I believe that this is so partly be-
cause of the fact that there is a tre-
mendous amount of misinformation
and lack of understanding among the
American public about Social Secu-
rity’s financing challenges, and this
lack of understanding continues to
harden popular resistance to long-term
Social Security solutions.

Case in point: last week, we saw the
release of the 2000 Annual Report of the
Board of Trustees of the Federal Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance and Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Funds, popu-
larly referred to as the Social Security
Trustees’ Report. The Social Security
Administration relayed that this Re-
port revealed that the Social Security
program’s long-range financial picture
has improved since last year. Specifi-
cally, the Board of Trustees announced
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that the Social Security Trust Fund
assets will not be depleted until 2037—
three years later than reported in last
year’s report.

At first glance, this statistic might
convey an air of reassurance to the
public, such to the point in some minds
that if we can just continue to grow
our economy at its current rate, we
will obviate the need for enacting fun-
damental reforms to Social Security.
Or at least, such reporting of Social Se-
curity’s finances might lead to the
common conclusion that the program
is perfectly fine for nearly 40 years.

This reliance on the paradigm of
trust fund accounting is one of the
main reasons that we have not been
able to achieve bipartisan consensus on
long-term Social Security reform.
There is scarce mention in the Trust-
ees’ Report that the Social Security
Trust Fund balances ‘‘are available to
finance future benefit payments . . .
only in a bookkeeping sense. They do
not consist of real economic assets
that can be drawn down in the future
to fund benefits. Instead, they are
claims on the Treasury that, when re-
deemed, will have to be financed by
raising taxes, borrowing from the pub-
lic, or reducing benefits, or other ex-
penditures. The existence of a large
trust fund balance, therefore, does not
have any impact on the Government’s
ability to pay benefits.’’

Mr. President, if this description of
the Trust Funds sounds familiar, it is
because this is the exact wording con-
tained in the Administration’s budget
up until its most recent submission for
Fiscal Year 2001. What this means, in
other words, is that the trust funds are
merely claims on future government
revenues, IOUs to be redeemed through
higher taxation, lower spending on So-
cial Security or other government obli-
gations, or a return to deficit financ-
ing.

I think that this is a rather impor-
tant piece of information for the Amer-
ican people to understand in assessing
Social Security’s future. But it should
not be buried in some multi-hundred
page budget document or 223-page So-
cial Security Trustees’ Report. Maybe
if we made this information more ac-
cessible and apparent, then we would
have more concern for the fact that So-
cial Security’s financing problems
begin as soon as 2015—when Social Se-
curity dedicated payroll tax receipts
are no longer sufficient to pay bene-
fits—and not in 2037. The Social Secu-
rity Trustees last week revealed it will
cost $11.3 trillion in new money be-
tween 2015 and 2037 to convert into cash
benefits the IOUs held by the Social
Security Trust Fund. But we have no
actual resources necessary to meet
these benefit promises between 2015 to
2037.

Also not mentioned in the most re-
cent Trustees’ Report, Mr. President, is
the fact that the system’s unfunded ob-
ligations actually grew from the 1999
Report’s release by about $1 trillion in
constant 2000 dollars, according to

analysis by the House Budget Com-
mittee. This is because the change in
valuation period adds a new, expensive,
underfunded 75th year and drops a year
when benefit costs are relatively
cheaper. This is a paradox of pay-as-
you-go financing that is not known or
understood by most of the public, and
is rarely if ever referenced in the
media. To be sure, the unfunded obliga-
tions of the United States government
are measured and accounted for in
some obscure Department of Treasury
publications, but this data should be at
the front and center of the Social Secu-
rity reform discussion, in plain view
for every American to access.

Another information gap which the
Social Security Right to Know Act
seeks to close relates to individual So-
cial Security statements, formerly
known as Personal and Earnings and
Benefits Statements (PEBES). This
document was conceived by our friend
and venerable colleague, Senator DAN-
IEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN of New York. In
1989, Senator MOYNIHAN persuaded Con-
gress to adopt the requirement for the
Social Security Administration to pro-
vide this document as a way ‘‘to reas-
sure Americans that Social Security
will be there for them,’’ and to help
them adequately plan for retirement
by indicating that Social Security
doesn’t fully replace wages or salaries.

Though well intentioned, the current
Social Security statement falls short
of its desired goal by glaringly omit-
ting certain information critical to un-
derstanding the system’s serious future
funding problems, and the related im-
plications for individual and family re-
tirement planning. To be fair, the
statements do make reference to such
bland phrases as ‘‘changed in the past,’’
‘‘must do so again’’ and ‘‘we are work-
ing to resolve.’’ But the truth is that
by 2037, the program will collect suffi-
cient revenues to pay only $0.72 for
every dollar of promised benefits. Over-
all, Social Security’s deficit that year
will come to more than $1 trillion in
today’s dollars. Again, this is impor-
tant information that should be made
abundantly clear in order for the
American public to assess Social Secu-
rity’s and their own financial futures.

This is why this legislation is so im-
portant. For too long, the nature and
scope of Social Security’s financing
problems have been shrouded by incon-
sistent and incomplete information,
which has yielded public confusion and
has polarized the Social Security re-
form debate.

The Social Security Right to Know
Act would improve the information
contained in current Social Security
Administration publications, and
thereby enable Americans to better
plan for their own retirement and to
understand the benefits and costs that
the current Social Security system will
produce.

This legislation will do several things
to shed more light on what lies ahead
for Social Security. First, it will ex-
pand the Personal and Earnings and

Benefits Statements (PEBES), now
called ‘‘Social Security Statements,’’
to include information about the pro-
jected date of the program’s first fi-
nancing deficits as estimated by the
Social Security Trustees, and also the
percentage of promised benefits that
can be funded under current law.

Second, it will require the Trustees’
Report to include an estimate of Social
Security’s aggregate unfunded obliga-
tions—i.e., the difference between the
program’s promised benefit outlays and
its cash income over the long-range 75-
year evaluation period—and the change
in such amount from the previous
year’s estimates.

Third, it calls on the Trustees to sub-
mit to Congress a separate summary
publication that highlights salient
data pertaining to Social Security’s fi-
nancing, identifying the first year that
Social Security is projected to run a
cash deficit, as well as the size of pro-
jected deficits.

Fourth, it will expand the PEBES or
Social Security Statements and the an-
nual Social Security Trustees’ Report
to include an explanation of the role of
the Social Security Trust Funds as
debt owed by the federal government,
as opposed to an asset of the federal
government.

Fifth, it will broaden the public ac-
cessibility of the economic modeling
employed by the Office of the Chief Ac-
tuary.

Our bill would introduce no new in-
formation that is not already acknowl-
edged somewhere in past publications
of the Social Security Trustees or in
previous Presidential budget submis-
sions. However, it is our view that the
importance of this information is so
great that it should be displayed before
every wage-earner and beneficiary of
the Social Security system, and not
buried in documentation that is now
available only to policymakers.

Americans deserve ‘‘straight talk’’—
clear and accessible information—
about Social Security’s long-term fi-
nancing challenges in order that they
might better understand the con-
sequences of a rapidly growing aging
population, and the reality of the
choices before us. This is just what the
Social Security Right to Know Act is
designed to provide. And with these ob-
jectives in mind, this legislation is
long overdue.

I presume that we are all in agree-
ment that the federal government
should be telling Americans the full
truth about Social Security. It is my
sincere hope that our colleagues will
look at this legislation and join us in
building on Senator GREGG’s prior ef-
forts and other bipartisan ideas to
make sure that Americans have as
much information as possible in our
national discussion on how best to save
and strengthen Social Security. The
Social Security Right to Know Act is
an effort to continue a process, based
on the principle that ‘‘knowledge is
power,’’ and I truly believe that the in-
formation that this legislation is seek-
ing to provide Americans in a clear and
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concise manner is essential for our
moving forward toward sustainable so-
lutions to Social Security’s funding
problems. Though some of our col-
leagues may have ideas and input as to
how best to provide the American pub-
lic with a better understanding of So-
cial Security’s future—and I am open
to working with my colleagues to im-
prove this bill’s specific provisions as
we continue this process toward Social
Security reform—it is my firm belief
that with the intent and principles
contained in this legislation, we as a
nation will be in a better position to
cease assessing Social Security’s future
in terms of preconceived, fixed notions,
and take heed of the demographic and
economic realities which lie ahead.

Mr. President, I again thank Senator
GREGG for working with me in this ef-
fort, and ask unanimous consent that
the text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

Mr. President, in closing, I would
like to pay tribute to two of this
Chamber’s leaders on this issue: The
Honorable DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN
of New York and The Honorable BOB
KERREY of Nebraska. Both Senators
MOYNIHAN and KERREY have been truly
instrumental in advancing the cause of
sustainable Social Security reform,
and their presence and valued input on
this issue will be sorely missed in the
next session of Congress. I applaud
both of them for their leadership in
seeking to balance the interests and
needs of younger and older Americans,
and for their courage in working to-
ward saving and strengthening Social
Security in a manner that is fiscally
responsible, actuarially sound and fair
to all generations.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be an original cosponsor of
this legislation, and I thank Senator
SANTORUM for his leadership in drafting
it.

My colleagues in the Senate may re-
call that last week, I prepared an
amendment to the earnings limit legis-
lation that would have achieved many
of the same objectives that are out-
lined by the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania with respect to this bill. I believe
that we have begun a process, an im-
portant dialogue involving many inter-
ested parties in both the executive and
legislative branches, and that the re-
sult of this process will ultimately be
improved information for the public
and for Congress regarding the state of
the Social Security program, and the
benefits that it can finance.

I am pleased by the number of impor-
tant individuals who have expressed in-
terest in this effort. I am especially
gratified by the interest of Senator
ROTH and of Congressman ARCHER, the
two members of Congress with prin-
cipal jurisdiction over the Social Secu-
rity program. They have each indicated
that they are willing to explore these
informational issues via various
means, and to lend their considerable
influence to the effort.

I am further pleased that various in-
dividuals within the administration

have sought to work with us on our
concerns, and to lay a groundwork for
improved reporting to the public re-
garding the Social Security program.

In that context, I would stress that
we are not at the end of this process,
and that we do not have universal
agreement on the best way to proceed.
I do not believe that either Senator
SANTORUM or I would say that the lan-
guage in either this bill, or the one
that I offered last week, is perfect, and
cannot be improved upon. Senator
SANTORUM’s draft, like my original
draft, would seek to include additional
information in the annual Trustees’
Reports. I do not know whether the
Trustees’ reports are necessarily the
optimal place to report such informa-
tion, and to the extent that individuals
within the administration may have
views as to how and where this infor-
mation is best presented, I know that
Senator SANTORUM and I would both be
flexible as to how this is done. The im-
portant thing is that this information
is routinely presented to Congress and
to the public in a clear, understand-
able, helpful way, and the best time
and format for this is certainly a mat-
ter where reasonable people can dis-
agree.

I do, however, want to review the ele-
ments of Senator SANTORUM’s legisla-
tion, and to express why I believe that
they are so important.

First, it would add important new in-
formation to the Personal Earnings
and Benefit Statements that individ-
uals are now receiving from the Social
Security Administration. Those state-
ments currently tell individuals how
much they are promised in terms of
benefits, and about their earnings his-
tory. Taken literally, however, they
could provide a misleading picture as
to what current law can actually fi-
nance. It is a misnomer to say that
‘‘current law’’ would provide a certain
amount of benefits, when legally, the
Social Security Administration does
not have the authority to send out
checks without financing. What ‘‘cur-
rent law’’ would literally mandate, ac-
cording to GAO, according to CRS, and
according to everyone else who has
studied this closely, is that benefits
would be effectively cut sharply begin-
ning in 2037 because benefit checks
would have to wait until the available
funds came in to finance them.

Mr. President, it is unlikely that
Congress would permit such a sharp
and sudden set of benefit cuts to occur.
Of course, neither we nor a future Con-
gress would permit that. But it is also
untrue to tell Americans that ‘‘current
law’’ would provide them with all
promised benefits. That is manifestly
untrue by any definition. It is neither
a true statement of current law, nor it
is a true statement of how tax levels
and benefit levels would look after nec-
essary adjustments are made to the
program to bring it into balance. So-
cial Security beneficiaries certainly
have a right to be told the truth about
their benefits—the date through which

they can currently be funded, the ex-
tent to which benefits could be pro-
vided under current estimates, as well
as the additional revenues that must
be collected through tax dollars, when
the program first begins to experience
cash flow deficits.

Currently, there is a great
misperception regarding Social Secu-
rity financing that too many individ-
uals are willing to tacitly encourage—
the idea that the existence of a positive
Social Security Trust Fund balance en-
hances the ability of the federal gov-
ernment to pay Social Security bene-
fits. It does not. The Social Security
Trust Fund balance is actually a debt
owed by the federal government, and it
does not in any way finance benefits
without requiring that the federal gov-
ernment turn to taxpayers to pay off
that debt. Americans deserve to be told
the truth about that, and Senator
SANTORUM’s language includes a state-
ment that would explain the meaning
of the Trust Fund, and the options be-
fore Congress when the program enters
a phase of cash-flow deficits.

Many of the paragraphs in the
Santorum language, regarding in-
creased clarity in the annual Trustees’
report, are somewhat similar to lan-
guage that I sought to pursue last
week. Again, I would simply reiterate
that reasonable people can disagree as
to the proper venue for the reporting of
this information. I personally am of
the view that the annual Trustees’ Re-
ports should provide to Congress the
relevant information that Congress, as
the body that must budget for the So-
cial Security program, needs to budget
for it in the appropriate way. Congress
has a right to insist, in my view, not on
how these evaluations should be made,
but that all relevant information be
presented clearly to the Congress when
they are made. However, the most im-
portant thing is that we reach an
agreement among interested parties
with common goals as to how best to
do this.

Currently, we receive 75-year actu-
arial estimates from the Trustees re-
garding the health of the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund. We only look at its
impact on the overall federal budget
over 10 years, through measurements
by CBO and other bodies. We don’t look
out over the long term to judge the
larger fiscal problems facing this long-
term program and the unified federal
budget. That is a problem. It tempts
Congress and the Executive Branch to
pursue ‘‘solutions’’ to Social Security’s
insolvency that improve the part of the
picture that we see—the Trust Fund
balance—heedless of the consequences
for the part of the picture that we do
not see—the impact on the unified fed-
eral budget. This is not an adequate
method of approaching the problem of
financing benefits over the long term. I
believe that Congress should insist
that portraits of the program’s fi-
nances evaluate all scenarios on an ab-
solutely level playing field, one that
shows all costs borne by the system,
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and one that judges all possible solu-
tions in terms of what they would ac-
tually cost and what they could actu-
ally pay. I commend Senator
SANTORUM for his effort here, even as
my mind is open on the best way to
achieve this objective.

Mr. President, I would simply close
by saying that the Social Security pro-
gram is too important to allow to oper-
ate in a fog of incomprehension and
misunderstanding. There ought not to
be resistance to efforts to bring addi-
tional ‘‘sunshine’’ upon the operations
of the Social Security system as a
whole. We currently operate, too often,
in an atmosphere of selective informa-
tion—one that measures only benefit
promises, and current tax levels, with-
out acknowledging the mismatch be-
tween the two, and what they mean for
one another. A view that looks only at
the Trust Fund balance, and not at the
realities of the system’s cost to future
payers of both income and payroll
taxes. This selective presentation of in-
formation encourages Congress to re-
main inactive, because it allows us to
pretend that the consequences of cur-
rent law are not actually worse than
the choices that would be made in the
course of reforming the program.

We can do better than this, and we
must, if we are to meet our responsibil-
ities of stewardship for the Social Se-
curity program. I commend Senator
SANTORUM for his effort.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr.
BOND, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. REED, Mr.
SANTORUM, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. COCHRAN, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
MURKOWSKI, Mrs. HUTCHISON,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. TORRICELLI,
Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
ENZI, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. CLELAND,
Mr. HAGEL, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. HELMS, Mr.
ALLARD, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. L.
CHAFEE, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
ASHCROFT, Mr. SPECTER, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. BROWNBACK, and
Mr. VOINOVICH):

S. 2365. A bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to eliminate
the 15 percent reduction in payment
rates under the prospective payment
system for home health services; to the
Committee on Finance.

HOME HEALTH PAYMENT FAIRNESS ACT

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with 35 of my colleagues
tonight to introduce the Home Health
Payment Fairness Act to eliminate the
automatic 15-percent reduction in
Medicare payments to home health
agencies that is currently scheduled to
go into effect on October 1 of next year.
The legislation we are introducing will
provide a measure of financial relief for
home health agencies across the coun-
try that are experiencing acute finan-
cial problems that are inhibiting their
ability to deliver much needed care to

some of the most vulnerable senior
citizens in our country.

America’s home health agencies pro-
vide invaluable services that have en-
abled a growing number of our most
frail and vulnerable Medicare bene-
ficiaries to avoid hospitals and nursing
homes and stay where they want to
be—in the comfort and security of
their own home.

Unfortunately, due to cutbacks in
the Medicare program, home health
agencies in my State and others are
having a very difficult time providing
services, particularly to elderly people
with complex health needs. One has
only to look at the statistics from my
home State of Maine to see the impact
of these very onerous budget cuts, as
well as burdensome regulations im-
posed by the Clinton administration.

In Maine, in just over 2 years’ time,
there has been a 30-percent reduction
in home health visits, which has re-
sulted in more than 7,470 senior citi-
zens losing their home health services
in my State. There has been a 26-per-
cent reduction in the reimbursements
that have been provided to home
health agencies in Maine. Mr. Presi-
dent, this situation cannot continue.
The home health industry has already
made an important contribution to re-
ducing the rate of growth in Medicare
spending. In fact, the spending cuts
have been far beyond what Congress in-
tended and what the CBO estimated.

In 1996, home health was the fastest
growing component of Medicare spend-
ing. The program grew at an average
annual rate of more than 25 percent
from 1990 to 1997. As a consequence, the
number of home health beneficiaries
more than doubled and Medicare home
health increased soared from $2.5 bil-
lion in 1989 to $17.8 billion in 1997.

This rapid growth in home health
spending understandably prompted
Congress and the Administration, as
part of the Balanced Budget Act of
1997, to initiate changes that were in-
tended to slow this growth in spending
and make the program more cost-effec-
tive and efficient. These measures,
however, have produced cuts in home
health spending far beyond what Con-
gress intended. Home health spending
dropped to $9.7 billion in FY 1999—just
about half the 1997 amount. To cut pay-
ments by an additional 15 percent
would put our already struggling home
agencies at risk and would seriously
jeopardize access to critical home
health services for millions of our na-
tion’s seniors.

It is now clear that the savings goals
set for home health in the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 have not only been
met, but far surpassed. According to
the March 2000 Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) baseline, Medicare home
health payments fell by almost 35 per-
cent in FY 1999, and this was on top of
a 15 percent drop in FY 1998. In fact,
the CBO cites this ‘‘larger than antici-
pated reduction in the use of home
health services’’ as the primary reason
that total Medicare spending dropped

by one percent last year. The CBO now
projects that the post-Balanced Budget
Act reductions in home health will be
about $69 billion between fiscal years
1998 and 2002. This is over four times
the $16 billion that the CBO originally
estimated for that time period and is a
clear indication that the Medicare
home health cutbacks have been far
deeper and wide-reaching than Con-
gress ever intended.

Moreover, the financial problems
that home health agencies have experi-
enced have been exacerbated by a num-
ber of burdensome new regulatory re-
quirements imposed by the Health Care
Financing Administration, including
the implementation of OASIS, the new
outcome and assessment information
data set; new requirements for surety
bonds; IPS overpayment recoupment;
and a new 15-minute increment report-
ing requirement.

As a consequence of these payment
cuts coupled with overly burdensome
new regulatory requirements, cost-effi-
cient home health agencies across the
country have experienced acute finan-
cial difficulties and cash-flow prob-
lems, which have inhibited their abil-
ity to deliver much-needed care, par-
ticularly to the very Medicare bene-
ficiaries who need it the most—individ-
uals with diabetes, wound care pa-
tients, stroke patients, and other
chronically ill individuals with com-
plex care needs. Over 2,500 agencies—
about one quarter of all home health
agencies nationwide—have either
closed or stopped serving Medicare pa-
tients. Others have laid off staff or de-
clined to accept new patients with
more serious health problems. In addi-
tion, according to a study by the Lewin
Group for the American Hospital Asso-
ciation, these cutbacks have resulted
in a 30.5 percent reduction in hospital-
based home health services.

The effect of these home health cuts
has been particularly devastating in
my state. The number of Medicare
home health patients in Maine dropped
from 48,740 in June of 1998 to 41,269 in
June of 1999, a decline of 15 percent.
This means that 7,471 fewer Maine sen-
iors are receiving home health serv-
ices. Moreover, there was a 30 percent
drop in the number of visits, and a 26
percent cut in Medicare payments to
home health agencies in Maine.

Keep in mind that Maine’s home
health agencies have historically been
prudent in their use of resources and
were low-cost to begin with. Ulti-
mately, cuts of this magnitude degrade
patient care. The real losers in this sit-
uation are our nation’s seniors—par-
ticularly those sicker Medicare pa-
tients with complex, chronic care needs
who are already experiencing difficulty
in getting the home care services they
need.

The Balanced Budget Refinement Act
did provide a small measure of finan-
cial and regulatory relief for home
health agencies. It did, for example,
delay the automatic 15 percent reduc-
tion in Medicare home health pay-
ments for one year. I do not think that
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this legislation went far enough, how-
ever: this automatic reduction should
be eliminated entirely.

An additional 15 percent cut in Medi-
care home health payments would ring
the death knell for the low-cost, effi-
cient agencies which are currently
struggling to hang on and would fur-
ther reduce our seniors’ access to crit-
ical home care services. Moreover, we
have already far surpassed the savings
targets set by the Balanced Budget
Act. Further cuts are unnecessary. I
therefore urge all of my colleagues to
join with myself and Senators BOND,
BAUCUS, JEFFORDS, REED, SANTORUM,
ABRAHAM, MURRAY, COCHRAN, FEIN-
STEIN, HOLLINGS, MIKULSKI, BINGAMAN,
MURKOWSKI, HUTCHISON, SCHUMER,
TORRICELLI, EDWARDS, LEAHY, ENZI,
LUGAR, CLELAND, HAGEL, SNOWE, BEN-
NETT, GORTON, HUTCHINSON, HELMS, AL-
LARD, LINCOLN, DEWINE, CHAFEE,
ASHCROFT, SPECTER, ROBERTS,
BROWNBACK, and VOINOVICH in cospon-
soring the Home Health Payment Fair-
ness Act to eliminate this additional 15
percent cut in Medicare home health
payments.

Mr. President, I hope my colleagues
will join with me in providing much
needed relief to America’s home health
agencies. Ultimately, if we don’t act,
the losers will be our senior citizens
who depend so much on this important
health care service.

Thank you, Mr. President.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise

to compliment the Senator from Maine
for this proposal. I am happy to join as
a cosponsor of the legislation, as I have
on previous efforts on her part to ad-
dress the home health care issues.

I add my support to the legislation
and compliment the Senator from
Maine. I sincerely hope that as it
moves forward with a variety of pro-
posals before us, in the budget and else-
where, to address Medicare issues we
make sure we don’t address those re-
form proposals without making sure
our home health care programs are
strong and of high quality.

I yield the floor.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise to

join Senator COLLINS to offer a bill—
the Medicare Home Health Payment
Act—that will address the crisis in
home health care.

The crisis is that far too many sen-
iors and individuals with disabilities
can’t get the home health care they
need. They either go without needed
care, or are forced into a medical facil-
ity such as a nursing home. This is a
travesty, because home health can
serve an extremely valuable role—it
helps seniors get needed medical care
while retaining the comfort and dig-
nity of living in their own home.

We have plenty of data that dem-
onstrates the problem.

Over 2,000 agencies driven out of busi-
ness or out of the Medicare program. In
Missouri alone, over 100 of the 300 agen-
cies that were around in 1997 are gone.

Independent studies that show that
seniors and people with disabilities just
can’t get access to the home care they
need—perhaps forcing them into nurs-
ing homes or other medical facilities.

Reports that home health agencies
feel forced to refuse to care for seniors
because they fear the Medicare reim-
bursements won’t cover their costs.

Recent news from CBO that total
Medicare home health spending has ac-
tually fallen by 45 percent in just two
years—perhaps the largest reduction
for a specific type of provider that we
have ever seen in Medicare.

Of course, last year I was also talk-
ing about the home health crisis—and
Senator COLLINS and I had a bill to ad-
dress the issue then as well.

But I’m here to share bad news with
my colleagues—Medicare home health
is still in crisis.

While we did address home health in
the Balanced Budget Refinement Act
late last year—which helped—it didn’t
solve everything.

That’s because all we did last year to
the biggest threat that’s out there for
home health care providers—the 15-per-
cent across-the-board cuts that are in
addition to all of the other cuts made
thus far—was postpone things.

What we did not do—except for one
minor provision—is increase home
health reimbursement rates. Keep in
mind that we did provide relief in the
form of increased payments for most
other Medicare providers, like hos-
pitals and nursing facilities.

So what we did is simply postpone
further cuts in an already-devastated
industry. That cannot be the end of the
story.

So what should we do? Senator COL-
LINS and I—in the bill we are intro-
ducing today with 34 of our col-
leagues—propose to eliminate perma-
nently the planned 15-percent home
health cuts forever.

I think this initial show of support
form my colleagues is tremendous—and
I look forward to working with my col-
leagues to make sure this bill becomes
law. The millions of Americans on
Medicare—for whom the home health
benefit is so important—deserve no
less.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Home Health
Payment Fairness Act. This bill will
prevent a 15% cut to home health care
agencies and allow them to continue
their critical mission of caring for the
chronically ill and the elderly.

During the first 15 years of the Medi-
care program, home health spending
accounted for one to two percent of all
Part A expenditures. In 1997, home
health expenditures reached 14 percent
of Part A payments. Congress needed
to respond to this growth. And we did
so in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997.

Congress decided to pay home health
agencies under a Prospective Payment
System. In the meantime, we estab-
lished an interim payment system, or
IPS, that would move agencies away
from the old system.

Since then, home care agencies have
undergone deep budget cuts. Recent
CBO projections show that reductions
in home health care will be about $69
billion between 1998 and 2002—over four
times the original estimate for the
same time period. Clearly, home health
care agencies have had their budgets
cut much more severely than Congress
ever intended.

Congress has recognized the severity
of the cuts and has twice postponed im-
plementing the planned across-the-
board 15% cut. Currently, the 15% cut
is scheduled to take effect October 1,
2001.

So what does the legislation I am in-
troducing do? Simply put, this bill
takes the necessary step of not post-
poning the cut, but eliminating it alto-
gether. The planned cut must be elimi-
nated because we have achieved—in
fact, far surpassed—the savings targets
set by the Balanced Budget Act. Effi-
cient home health agencies in Montana
and across the country have experi-
enced acute financial difficulties and
cash flow problems, inhibiting their
ability to deliver much needed care.

Over 2,500 home health agencies na-
tionwide have closed or stopped serving
Medicare patients, and, according to a
study done by the Lewin Group for the
American Hospital Association, these
cutbacks have resulted in a 30.5 percent
reduction in hospital-based home
health services. Moreover, the Health
Care Financing Administration esti-
mates that 500,000 fewer home health
patient received services in 1998 than in
1997 (the last year for which figures are
available), which points to the most
central and critical issue. The real los-
ers in this situation are our seniors.
Cuts of this magnitude simply cannot
be sustained without ultimately affect-
ing patient care.

While patient care across the nation
will be impacted if the planned cuts are
implemented, rural areas will be espe-
cially had hit. If the planned cuts are
implemented, rural health care pro-
viders will be forced to find ways to
further cut costs. Such cost-cutting
measures could include closing
branches or limiting services. This
means that rural patients could face
difficulties accessing quality health
care. This is especially significant be-
cause a high percentage of seniors over
the age of 65 live in rural areas; in
Montana, that figure is 77%. Thus, any
reduction in home health care will di-
rectly impact our nation’s seniors.

Eliminating the 15% cut makes fi-
nancial sense. If home health care
budgets are cut further, costs will in-
crease in other areas. If patients—espe-
cially in rural areas—are not receiving
the care they need, they will turn to
other resources, such as hospital emer-
gency rooms, inpatient cares, and nurs-
ing homes. In the long run, this will be
more expensive and less efficient.
Above all, we must ensure that our na-
tion’s elderly and ill receive the care
they need. We must not create a situa-
tion in which cash-strapped home
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health agencies have strong incentives
to limit- or even deny-care to the sick-
est.

This bill prevents such a scenario,
while respecting Congress’ original in-
tention of reducing home health care
spending, I think that most of us agree
that our seniors and the ill deserve
quality home health care. This is a
common sense measure that will allow
us to realize our original intention of
reducing home health care spending,
while at the same time protecting the
right of our elderly and ill to quality
care.
∑ Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am
here today to join in introducing the
Home Health Payment Fairness Act of
2000. This important bill has been
crafted to protect the Medicare home
health services that our seniors depend
upon. I want to recognize the leader-
ship of Senators COLLINS, BOND, BAU-
CUS, REED, and the many others who
are original cosponsors of this effort to
protect access to home health services.

My own state of Vermont is a model
for providing high-quality, comprehen-
sive care with a low price tag. For
most of the 1990’s, the average Medi-
care expenditure for home health care
in Vermont has been the lowest in the
nation. Vermont’s home care system
was designed to efficiently meet the
needs of frail and elderly citizens in
our largely rural state, but it, like
home care across the country, has been
put under tremendous pressure.

Since the enactment of the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 (BBA) and imposi-
tion of the interim payment system
(IPS), the Medicare home health ben-
efit has been seriously eroded. The
BBA failed to recognize how the new
home health reimbursement would af-
fect small, rural home health care pro-
viders. The IPS has caused such signifi-
cant cash flow problems, that many
agencies are struggling to make meet
their payroll needs. Now, because of
the BBA, agencies are facing the pros-
pect of 15 % cut in Medicare funding in
October of 2001. With providers already
struggling to survive, any further cuts
could spell disaster for low-cost, effi-
cient providers, non-profit agencies,
and patients.

That is why we are introducing the
Home Health Payment Fairness Act to
eliminate the 15% reduction. The origi-
nal budget target for home health ex-
penditures from the BBA has already
been far exceeded. The Congressional
Budget Office now estimates that the
total home health cuts from BBA will
total $69 billion in five years. That’s
more than four times what was origi-
nally estimated when BBA was passed.

The Balanced Budget Refinement Act
of 1999 contained a provision requiring
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services to report to Congress in 2001
on whether the 15% reduction is still
considered necessary. I think the an-
swer is becoming more and more clear.
We don’t need it, and the Home Health
Payment Fairness Act is designed to
stop it.

Adequate home health care services
cannot survive any further reductions.
Seniors depend on the home health
benefit offered by the Medicare pro-
gram, and we must make sure it will be
there for them. Once again, I want to
thank all the cosponsors for giving this
legislation such broad, bipartisan sup-
port. Our seniors are depending on that
kind of support more than ever before.∑

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to join Senator COLLINS, Senator
BOND, Senator JEFFORDS and 32 others
in introducing the Home Health Pay-
ment Fairness Act. The intent of this
important legislation is quite simple—
to eliminate the 15 percent reduction
in home health payments that is sched-
uled to go into effect in October 2001.
Last year, Senator JEFFORDS and I in-
troduced a more broad home health
bill, called the Preserve Access to Care
in the Home, or PATCH Act, which
among other things, would have elimi-
nated this potentially devastating pay-
ment reduction. Although we were not
able to get this provision included in
the 1999 Balanced Budget Refinement
Act (BBRA), we were successful in get-
ting a delay in the implementation of
this reduction. However, we must see
to it that the 15 percent cut is elimi-
nated—and I hope we can achieve that
goal this year.

Over the past thirty years, there has
been a tremendous shift in the location
where health care is actually provided.
Increasingly, older and sicker patients
are able to receive care in the comfort
of their own home, instead of a hos-
pital or nursing home. This incredible
change can be attributed to four pri-
mary causes: greater reliance on alter-
native care settings because of the
growing cost of inpatient care; techno-
logical improvements that have en-
hanced the capacity to provide sophis-
ticated medical treatments in the
home setting; the growing aging popu-
lation; and the increasing popularity of
home- and community-based care as an
alternative to the institutional care of
a nursing home. Indeed, home health
care is an integral part of the spectrum
of long term care.

As a result, by the mid-1990’s the av-
erage annual growth rate for Medicare
home health spending was 5.3%. The
1997 Balanced Budget Act (BBA) sought
to restrain the unbounded growth in
outlays for this benefit. Originally, the
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) an-
ticipated that savings through changes
in the benefit would total $16.1 billion
over five years. In reality, we have
saved a total of $19.7 billion in just two
years, and are expected to reduce out-
lays by $69 billion over the five year pe-
riod—four times what was originally
projected. Not surprisingly, since the
BBA’s enactment, there has been a re-
markable 48 percent decline in Medi-
care home health expenditures.

These dramatic reductions have all
too often been borne on the backs of
small, nonprofit home health agencies
and the elderly and disabled bene-
ficiaries they serve. Home health care

agencies in my home state of Rhode Is-
land have been especially hard hit by
these changes. We have seen a signifi-
cant decline in the number of bene-
ficiaries served and access to care for
more medically complex patients
threatened by these cuts. These reduc-
tions have clearly had negative impact
on patients who heavily rely on home
health services. In one instance, a
woman from Pawtucket, Rhode Island
had to wait 112 days after being dis-
charged from the hospital before get-
ting home health services. In the
wealthiest nation in the world, this
kind of situation is simply unaccept-
able.

Mr. President, nationally, between
1997 and 1998, the number of Medicare
beneficiaries receiving home health
services has fallen 14 percent, while the
total number of home health visits has
fallen by 40 percent. We have seen a
similar trend in Rhode Island, where
over 3,000 fewer beneficiaries are re-
ceiving home health care—representing
a decline of 16 percent—and the total
number of visits has fallen 38 percent.
These individuals are either being
forced to turn to more expensive alter-
natives, such as institutional-based
nursing homes and skilled nursing fa-
cilities for their care, or these individ-
uals are simply going without care,
which places an immeasurable burden
on the family and friends of vulnerable
beneficiaries.

I truly do not believe this is the path
we want to remain on when it comes to
home health care. In light of the im-
pending ‘‘senior boom’’ that will be hit-
ting our entitlement programs in a few
short years, we should be doing what
we can to preserve and strengthen the
Medicare home health benefit. We can
begin to do this by eliminating the 15
percent reduction in home health pay-
ments. By taking this step, we will al-
leviate an enormous burden that has
been looming over financially strapped
home health agencies and the frail and
vulnerable Medicare beneficiaries who
rely on these critical services.

I urge my colleagues to join us in en-
acting legislation that will repeal this
unnecessary and inappropriate reduc-
tion. I look forward to working with
Senator COLLINS, Senator JEFFORDS
and my other colleagues on this crit-
ical issue.

By Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. GREGG, Mr. ENZI,
Mr. HUTCHINSON, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. HAGEL,
and Mr. SESSIONS):

S. 2366. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to revise and ex-
tend provisions relating to the Organ
Procurement Transplantation Net-
work; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.
THE ORGAN PROCUREMENT AND TRANSPLAN-

TATION NETWORK AMENDMENTS ACT OF 2000

∑ Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the bill was

ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 2366
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Organ Pro-
curement and Transplantation Network
Amendments Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. ORGAN PROCUREMENT AND TRANSPLAN-

TATION NETWORK.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 372 of the Public

Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 274) is amended
to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 372. ORGAN PROCUREMENT AND TRANS-

PLANTATION NETWORK.
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF NETWORK.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An Organ Procurement

and Transplantation Network (in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘Network’ or the
‘OPTN’) is established as a private network
and shall operate under this section.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The Network shall—
‘‘(A) in accordance with criteria developed

under subsection (c)(1)(B), include as mem-
bers of the Network qualified organ procure-
ment organizations (as described in section
371(b)), transplant centers, and other entities
that have a demonstrated interest in the
fields of organ donation or transplantation
(such members shall be referred to in this
section as ‘Network participants’); and

‘‘(B) have a policy board (referred to in this
section as the ‘OPTN Board’) that meets the
requirements of subsection (b).

‘‘(b) OPTN POLICY BOARD.—
‘‘(1) COMPOSITION.—The OPTN Board shall

be composed of not more than 36 voting
members to be elected under paragraph (2)
and 5 nonvoting, ex officio members ap-
pointed under paragraph (3).

‘‘(2) ELECTED MEMBERS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The voting members of

the OPTN Board shall be elected by the
members of the Network described in sub-
section (a)(2)(A), from among the nominees
submitted under subparagraph (B), through a
fair and open process.

‘‘(B) NOMINATING COMMITTEE.—The nomi-
nating committee established under para-
graph (5) shall, prior to each election of
OPTN Board members under this paragraph,
develop a list of nominees for such election.
Such list shall reflect the diversity of Net-
work members described in subsection
(a)(2)(A), including factors such as program
type and size and geographic location. Rec-
ommendations may be submitted to the
nominating committee by the Secretary, the
members of the Network described in sub-
section (a)(2)(A), or the general public.

‘‘(C) QUALIFICATIONS.—The OPTN Board
shall be composed of—

‘‘(i) transplant surgeons and transplant
physicians;

‘‘(ii) representatives of qualified organ pro-
curement organizations, transplant centers,
voluntary health associations, or the general
public, including patients awaiting a trans-
plant or transplant recipients or individuals
who have donated an organ, or the family
members of such patients, recipients or do-
nors; and

‘‘(iii) individuals distinguished in the fields
of ethics, basic, clinical and health services
research, biostatistics, health care policy, or
health care economics or financing.

‘‘(D) REPRESENTATION REQUIREMENT.—The
OPTN Board shall be structured to ensure
that—

‘‘(i) at least 50 but not more than 55 per-
cent of the members elected under this para-
graph are transplant surgeons and transplant
physicians; and

‘‘(ii) at least 20 but not more than 25 per-
cent of the members elected under this para-
graph are transplant candidates, transplant
recipients, organ donors and family members
of such individuals.
Nothing in this subparagraph shall be con-
strued to preclude an individual voting mem-
ber of the OPTN Board from being a rep-
resentative described in each of clauses (i)
and (iii) or (ii) and (iii) of subparagraph (C)
so long as the limitation described in clause
(i) of this subparagraph is complied with.

‘‘(3) APPOINTED MEMBERS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ap-

point as ex officio, nonvoting members of the
OPTN Board, 1 representative from each of
the following:

‘‘(i) The Health Resources and Services Ad-
ministration.

‘‘(ii) The National Institutes of Health.
‘‘(iii) The Health Care Financing Adminis-

tration.
‘‘(iv) The Agency for Healthcare Research

and Quality.
‘‘(B) NETWORK ADMINISTRATOR.—The Net-

work Administrator shall appoint an ex offi-
cio nonvoting member of the OPTN Board.

‘‘(4) TERMS OF ELECTED MEMBERS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided for

in this paragraph, members of the OPTN
Board elected under paragraph (2) shall serve
for a term of 3 years and may be re-elected.

‘‘(B) NEW MEMBERS.—To ensure the stag-
gered rotation of 1⁄3 of the elected members
of the OPTN Board each year, the initial
members of the OPTN Board elected under
paragraph (2) shall serve for terms of 1, 2, or
3 years respectively as designated by the
nominating committee.

‘‘(C) TRANSITION.—Consistent with sub-
section (c)(3), the voting members of the
OPTN Board who are serving on the date of
enactment of the Organ Procurement and
Transplantation Network Amendments Act
of 2000 may continue to serve until the expi-
ration of their terms. Upon such termi-
nation, the nominating committee, in sub-
mitting nominations to fill such vacancies,
shall ensure the staggered rotation of 1⁄3 of
the members elected under paragraph (2)
every 3 years.

‘‘(D) CONTRACT STATUS.—A change in the
status of a contract under subsection (f), or
a change in the contractor, shall not affect
the terms of the members of the OPTN
Board.

‘‘(5) CHAIRPERSON AND COMMITTEES.—The
OPTN Board shall have a chairperson, an ex-
ecutive committee, a nominating com-
mittee, a membership committee, and such
other committees as the OPTN Board deter-
mines to be appropriate.

‘‘(c) GENERAL FUNCTIONS OF THE OPTN
BOARD.—

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF NETWORK POLICIES
AND CRITERIA.—The OPTN Board shall—

‘‘(A) after consultation with Network par-
ticipants and the Network Administrator,
establish and carry out the policies and func-
tions described in this section for the Net-
work;

‘‘(B) establish membership criteria for par-
ticipating in the Network;

‘‘(C) establish medical criteria for allo-
cating organs and for listing and de-listing
patients on the national lists maintained
under paragraph (2); and

‘‘(D) establish performance criteria for
transplant programs.

‘‘(2) NATIONAL SYSTEM.—The OPTN Board
shall maintain a national system to match
organs and individuals who need organ trans-
plants. The national system shall—

‘‘(A) have 1 or more lists of individuals who
are in need of organ transplants; and

‘‘(B) be operated in accordance with Net-
work policies and criteria established under
paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) NO FIDUCIARY RESPONSIBILITY.—The
OPTN Board shall have no voting member
who has any fiduciary responsibility to the
entity that holds the contract provided for
under this section.

‘‘(4) OPTN BOARD REQUIREMENTS.—The
OPTN Board shall cooperate with the Net-
work Administrator to ensure compliance
with the requirements of this section includ-
ing the contract entered into under sub-
section (f).

‘‘(d) ORGAN TRANSPLANT POLICY.—The
OPTN Board shall establish organ transplant
policies, including organ allocation policies
for potential organ recipients and policies
that affect patient outcomes. Such policies
shall—

‘‘(1) be based on sound medical principles;
‘‘(2) be based on valid scientific data;
‘‘(3) be equitable;
‘‘(4) seek to achieve the best use of donated

organs;
‘‘(5) be designed to avoid wasting organs,

to avoid futile transplants and reduce the
risk of retransplantation, to promote patient
access to transplantation, and to promote
the efficient management of organ place-
ment;

‘‘(6) be specific for each organ type or com-
bination of organ types;

‘‘(7) be based on standardized medical cri-
teria for listing and de-listing candidates
from organ transplant waiting lists;

‘‘(8) determine priority rankings (within
categories as appropriate) for candidates who
are medically suitable for transplantation,
such rankings shall be based on standardized
medical criteria and ordered according to
medical urgency and medical appropriate-
ness;

‘‘(9) seek distribution of organs as appro-
priate based on paragraphs (1) through (8);

‘‘(10) develop and apply appropriate per-
formance indicators, including patient-fo-
cused indicators, to assess transplant pro-
gram performance and reduce inter-trans-
plant program variance to improve program
performance; and

‘‘(11) seek to reduce disparities in trans-
plantation resulting from socioeconomic sta-
tus, race, ethnicity, or being medically un-
derserved.

‘‘(e) ENFORCEMENT OF ORGAN TRANSPLANT
POLICY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) PROPOSED POLICY.—This paragraph

shall apply to any proposed transplant policy
that is developed by the OPTN Board that
the Board or the Secretary determines
should be enforced under this section or
under section 1138 of the Social Security Act.

‘‘(B) SUBMISSION OF POLICY.—Not later than
60 days prior to the implementation of a pro-
posed policy described in subparagraph (A),
the OPTN Board shall submit such proposed
policy to the Secretary.

‘‘(C) PUBLICATION.—Upon receipt of a pro-
posed policy under subparagraph (B), the
Secretary shall publish the policy in the
Federal Register for a 60-day public com-
ment period.

‘‘(D) ACTION BY SECRETARY.—Not later than
90 days after receipt of a proposed policy
under subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall
consider public comments received under
subparagraph (C) and shall—

‘‘(i) notify the OPTN Board that the policy
is consistent with this section and therefore
enforceable; or

‘‘(ii) notify the OPTN Board that the pol-
icy is inconsistent with this section and di-
rect the Board to reconsider and revise the
policy consistent with the recommendations
of the Secretary.

‘‘(E) RECONSIDERATION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days

after receiving a notice from the Secretary
under subparagraph (D)(ii), the OPTN Board
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shall reaffirm the proposed policy or revise
and submit such revised policy to the Sec-
retary.

‘‘(ii) ACTION BY SECRETARY.—Not later than
30 days after receiving a revised policy under
clause (i), the Secretary shall—

‘‘(I) notify the OPTN Board that the re-
vised policy is consistent with this section
and therefore enforceable; or

‘‘(II) notify the OPTN Board that the re-
vised policy is inconsistent with this section
and submit the revised policy, with the com-
ments and proposed revisions of the Sec-
retary, to the Scientific Advisory Committee
on Organ Transplantation (referred to in this
subsection as the ‘Committee’) established
under paragraph (2).

‘‘(iii) ACTION BY COMMITTEE.—Not later
than 30 days after the submission of a re-
vised policy to the Committee under clause
(ii), the Committee may, by a majority vote,
disapprove the comments or revision of the
Secretary. If the Committee disapproves
such comments or revisions, the revised pol-
icy shall not take effect until a majority of
the Committee approves the policy or the re-
visions to such policy.

‘‘(2) SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON
ORGAN TRANSPLANTATION.—

‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish an advisory committee to be
known as the Scientific Advisory Committee
on Organ Transplantation. Consistent with
the requirements of sections 5 and 10 of the
Federal Advisory Committee Act—

‘‘(i) the deliberations of the Committee
shall not be inappropriately influenced by
the Secretary or by any special interest and
shall only be the result of the independent
judgment of the Committee; and

‘‘(ii) the meetings of the Committee shall
be open to the public, advance notice of
meetings shall be published in the Federal
Register, and records or minutes of meetings
shall be made available to the public.

‘‘(B) DUTIES.—The Committee shall make
recommendations with respect to policy
matters related to reviews conducted under
paragraph (1)(E)(ii)(II).

‘‘(C) MEMBERSHIP.—The Committee shall
be composed of 15 members, of which—

‘‘(i) five members shall be appointed by the
Secretary from nominations submitted by
the OPTN Board under subparagraph (D);

‘‘(ii) five members shall be appointed by
the Secretary from nominations submitted
by the Institute of Medicine under subpara-
graph (D); and

‘‘(iii) five members shall be appointed by
the Secretary.

‘‘(D) NOMINATIONS.—The OPTN Board and
the Institute of Medicine shall each nomi-
nate, in an independent manner, 5 qualified
individuals to serve on the Committee.

‘‘(E) QUALIFICATIONS.—In appointing indi-
viduals to serve on the Committee under
subparagraph (C), the Secretary shall ensure
that—

‘‘(i) nine members are transplant physi-
cians or transplant surgeons of whom—

‘‘(I) 3 shall be selected from the nomina-
tions submitted by the OPTN Board; and

‘‘(II) 3 shall be selected from the nomina-
tions submitted by the Institute of Medicine;
and

‘‘(ii) the remaining members are individ-
uals who are—

‘‘(I) distinguished in the fields of ethics,
basic, clinical or health services research,
biostatistics, or health care policy, econom-
ics or financing; or

‘‘(II) transplant candidates, transplant re-
cipients, organ donors or family members of
such individuals.

‘‘(F) EXPERTS.—The Committee shall seek
advice from appropriate experts, as needed,
to evaluate the proposed policy and revisions
under review.

‘‘(G) CHAIRPERSON.—The members of the
Committee shall elect a member to serve as
the chairperson of the Committee.

‘‘(H) TERMS.—Members of the Committee
shall serve for a term of 5 years. Vacancies
shall be filled in the same manner as the
original appointment was made.

‘‘(f) NETWORK ADMINISTRATION AND OPER-
ATION.—The Secretary shall contract with a
nonprofit private entity (referred to in this
section as the ‘Network Administrator’) for
the administration and operation of the Net-
work. The Network Administrator shall ad-
minister and operate the OPTN Board in ac-
cordance with subsection (b). The Network
Administrator shall, pursuant to the policies
and criteria established by the OPTN
Board—

‘‘(1) maintain and operate a national sys-
tem as established by the OPTN Board to
match organs and individuals who need
organ transplants;

‘‘(2) operate in accordance with medical
criteria established by the OPTN Board, and
administer the national system established
under subsection (c)(2);

‘‘(3) maintain 1 or more lists of individuals
who need organ transplants as provided for
under subsection (c)(2)(A);

‘‘(4) maintain a 24-hour communication
service to facilitate matching organs with
individuals included on the list or lists;

‘‘(5) assist organ procurement organiza-
tions in obtaining and distributing organs in
accordance with the policies established by
the OPTN Board;

‘‘(6) adopt and use standards of quality for
the acquisition and transportation of do-
nated organs, including standards regarding
the transmission of infectious diseases;

‘‘(7) prepare and distribute, on a regional-
ized basis (and, to the extent practicable,
among regions or on a national basis), sam-
ples of blood sera from individuals who are
included on the list in order to facilitate
matching the compatibility of such individ-
uals with organ donors;

‘‘(8) coordinate, as appropriate, the trans-
portation of organs from organ procurement
organizations to transplant centers;

‘‘(9) provide information to physicians,
health care professionals, and the general
public regarding organ donation;

‘‘(10) carry out studies and demonstration
projects for the purpose of improving proce-
dures for organ procurement and allocation;
and

‘‘(11) work actively with organ procure-
ment organizations, transplant centers,
health care providers, and the public to in-
crease the supply of donated organs.

‘‘(g) DATA COLLECTION, ANALYSIS AND DIS-
TRIBUTION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Network Adminis-
trator shall analyze, maintain, verify, make
available and publish timely data to the ex-
tent necessary to—

‘‘(A) enable the OPTN Board to fulfill its
responsibilities under this section;

‘‘(B) assess the compliance of members of
the Network with performance and other cri-
teria developed pursuant to subsection (c)(1);

‘‘(C) evaluate the quality of care provided
to transplant candidates and patients gen-
erally and in an individual program;

‘‘(D) provide data needed by the Scientific
Registry maintained pursuant to section 373;

‘‘(E) provide transplant candidates and pa-
tients, physicians and others with informa-
tion needed to evaluate or select a trans-
plant program;

‘‘(F) provide a member of the Network
with data about the member, including re-
sults of analysis or other processing of data
originally supplied by the member;

‘‘(G) enable the OPTN Board, the Network
Administrator and the Secretary to fulfill
respective enforcement and oversight re-

sponsibilities under subsections (j) and (k);
and

‘‘(H) comply with the requirements under
subsection (l).

‘‘(2) TYPES OF DATA.—Data provided under
paragraph (1) shall include—

‘‘(A) data on transplant candidates, trans-
plant recipients, organ donors, donated or-
gans, and transplant programs; and

‘‘(B) as appropriate, data, graft- and pa-
tient-survival rates (actual and adjusted to
reflect program-specific population disease
severity), program specific data, and aggre-
gate data.

‘‘(h) CONTRACT.—The contract under sub-
section (f) shall—

‘‘(1) be awarded through a process of com-
petitive bidding as determined by the Sec-
retary; and

‘‘(2) be awarded for a period of no longer
than 5 years.

‘‘(i) NETWORK MEMBERSHIP AND PATIENT
REGISTRATION FEE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Network Adminis-
trator may assess a fee, to be collected by
the Network Administrator, for membership
in the Network (to be known as the ‘Network
membership fee’), and for the listing of each
potential transplant recipient on the na-
tional organ matching system maintained by
the Network Administrator (to be known as
the ‘patient registration fee’), in an amount
determined under paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) AMOUNT.—The amounts of the fees to
be assessed under paragraph (1) shall be cal-
culated so as to be—

‘‘(A) reasonable and customary; and
‘‘(B) sufficient to cover the Network’s rea-

sonable costs of operation in accordance
with this section.

‘‘(3) ANNUAL RECALCULATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The fees calculated

under paragraph (2) shall be annually recal-
culated, based on—

‘‘(i) changes in the level or cost of contract
tasks and other activities related to organ
procurement and transplantation; and

‘‘(ii) changes in expected revenues from
contract funds, Network membership fees
and patient registration fees available to the
Network Administrator.

‘‘(B) PROCEDURE.—
‘‘(i) PROPOSAL.—The Network Adminis-

trator shall submit to the Secretary a writ-
ten proposal for, and justification of, a recal-
culated fee under subparagraph (A).

‘‘(ii) DETERMINATION.—The proposal of the
Network Administrator for a recalculated
fee under clause (i) shall take effect unless
the Secretary, within 60 days of receiving
the proposal, provides the Network Adminis-
trator with a written determination, with
justification, that the proposed fee level does
not meet the requirement of subparagraph
(A).

‘‘(4) USE OF FEES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—All fees collected by the

Network Administrator under this sub-
section shall be available to the Network,
without fiscal year limitation, for use in car-
rying out the functions described in sub-
section (f).

‘‘(B) RESTRICTION.—Fees collected under
this subsection may not be used for any ac-
tivity for which contract funds may not be
used under this section.

‘‘(5) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this subsection shall be construed as prohib-
iting the Network Administrator from col-
lecting or accepting other fees, donations or
gifts or for using such other fees, donations
or gifts to carry out activities other than
those authorized under the contract under
this section.

‘‘(j) OVERSIGHT OF NETWORK PARTICI-
PANTS.—

‘‘(1) MONITORING.—
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‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The OPTN Board and

the Network Administrator shall, on an on-
going and periodic basis, or as requested by
the Secretary, monitor the operations of
Network participants to determine whether
the participants are maintaining compliance
with the criteria and policies established by
the OPTN Board.

‘‘(B) PROCEDURES.—
‘‘(i) NOTICE.—In monitoring a Network par-

ticipant under subparagraph (A), the OPTN
Board or the Administrator—

‘‘(I) shall inform the participant and the
Secretary upon initiating a compliance re-
view of a Network participant; and

‘‘(II) shall inform the participant and the
Secretary of any findings indicating non-
compliance by the participant with such cri-
teria and policies.

‘‘(ii) APPEALS.—The Network Adminis-
trator shall establish procedures for appeal-
ing noncompliance determinations. Such
procedures shall ensure due process and shall
allow for corrective action.

‘‘(2) PEER REVIEW PROCEEDINGS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The OPTN Board shall

establish a peer review system and condi-
tions for the application of peer review re-
quirements to ensure that members of the
Network comply with policies and criteria
established by the OPTN Board under this
section. Such peer review system may in-
clude prospective reviews and shall be ad-
ministered by the Network Administrator
and overseen by the OPTN Board.

‘‘(B) POLICIES, REVIEW AND EVALUATION.—
As part of the peer review system established
under subparagraph (A), the OPTN Board
shall establish such policies, and the Net-
work Administrator shall conduct such on-
going and periodic reviews and evaluations
of members of the Network, as necessary to
ensure compliance with the policies and cri-
teria established by the OPTN Board under
this section.

‘‘(C) EMERGING ISSUES.—As part of such
peer review system established under sub-
paragraph (A), the OPTN Board shall estab-
lish policies to work with and direct the Net-
work Administrator to respond to emerging
issues and problems.

‘‘(k) ENFORCEMENT.—
‘‘(1) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The OPTN Board

or the Network Administrator shall provide
advice, and make recommendations for ap-
propriate action, to the Secretary con-
cerning the results of any reviews or evalua-
tions that, in the opinion of the OPTN Board
or the Network Administrator, indicate—

‘‘(A) noncompliance by Network partici-
pants with—

‘‘(i) the policies or criteria established by
the OPTN Board; or

‘‘(ii) the operating procedures of the Net-
work Administrator; or

‘‘(B) a risk to the health of organ trans-
plant patients or to public safety.

‘‘(2) ENFORCEMENT BY NETWORK.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the OPTN Board de-

termines that one of the members of the net-
work has violated a requirement established
by this section or by the Network, the OPTN
Board may impose on the member 1 or more
of the sanctions described in subparagraph
(B), or may recommend that the Secretary
take enforcement action under paragraph (3).

‘‘(B) TYPES OF SANCTIONS.—The sanctions
described in this subparagraph may include—

‘‘(i) the loss of any or all privileges of
membership in good standing in the Net-
work;

‘‘(ii) the imposition upon the member of
additional or more frequent reviews or eval-
uations under subsection (j)(1)(A), and as-
sessments of the reasonable costs of such ad-
ditional or more frequent reviews or evalua-
tions; and

‘‘(iii) such other sanctions as the Secretary
may permit the OPTN Board to impose.

‘‘(3) ENFORCEMENT BY THE SECRETARY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, after

consultation with the OPTN Board or Net-
work Administrator, determines that a
member of the Network has violated a re-
quirement established by this section or a
requirement of a policy that is enforceable
under subsection (f), the Secretary may im-
pose on the member 1 or more of the sanc-
tions described in subparagraph (B).

‘‘(B) TYPES OF SANCTIONS.—The sanctions
described in this subparagraph shall
include—

‘‘(i) requiring the member to follow a di-
rected plan of correction;

‘‘(ii) imposing upon the member a mone-
tary assessment (to be paid to the General
Fund of the Treasury) in an amount not to
exceed $10,000 for each violation or for each
day of violation;

‘‘(iii) requiring the member to pay to the
Network Administrator the costs of onsite
monitoring of the member;

‘‘(iv) the loss of any or all privileges of
membership in the Network; and

‘‘(v) in cases where the violation creates a
risk to patient health or to public health,
such other action as the Secretary deter-
mines to be necessary.

‘‘(C) PROCEDURES.—The Secretary shall de-
velop and implement procedures for the im-
position of sanctions under clauses (i)
through (v) of subparagraph (B). Such proce-
dures shall include—

‘‘(i) the provision of reasonable notice to
the Network member and the OPTN Board
that the Secretary is considering imposing a
sanction;

‘‘(ii) affording the member a reasonable op-
portunity to be heard in response to the no-
tice;

‘‘(iii) the provision of notice to the mem-
ber that the Secretary has decided to impose
a sanction; and

‘‘(iv) the opportunity for the Network
member to appeal such sanction.

‘‘(l) ANNUAL REPORT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than Sep-

tember 30 of each year, the Network Admin-
istrator shall prepare and submit to the Sec-
retary an annual report on the performance
and policies of the Network. The report shall
include additional items as specified in the
contract under this section or requested in a
timely manner by the Secretary.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT OF OPTN BOARD AP-
PROVAL.—The OPTN Board shall review and
approve the report required under paragraph
(1) prior to the submission of such report to
the Secretary.

‘‘(3) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than Decem-

ber 31 of each year, the Secretary shall
transmit the report submitted under para-
graph (1) and the comments of the Secretary
concerning such report, to the appropriate
committees of Congress.

‘‘(B) CLARIFYING INFORMATION.—The Sec-
retary may, upon the receipt of the report
under paragraph (1), but prior to trans-
mission of the report to Congress under sub-
paragraph (A), request that the Network Ad-
ministrator submit clarifying information or
an addenda as needed to fulfill the require-
ments of this subsection.

‘‘(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, such sums as may be
necessary for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2005.’’.

SEC. 3. SCIENTIFIC REGISTRY

Section 373 of the Public Health Service
Act (42 U.S.C. 274a) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘SEC. 373. SCIENTIFIC REGISTRY.
‘‘The Secretary shall by contract, develop

and maintain a scientific registry of the re-
cipients of organ transplants. The registry
shall include information, with respect to
organ transplant patients and transplant
procedures, as the Secretary determines to
be necessary to an ongoing evaluation of the
scientific and clinical status of organ trans-
plantation.’’.
SEC. 4. ORGAN DONATION.

Part H of title III of the Public Health
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 273 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating section 378 (42 U.S.C.
274g) as section 379; and

(2) by inserting after section 377 (42 U.S.C.
274f) the following:
‘‘SEC. 378. ORGAN DONATION AND RESEARCH.

‘‘(a) INTER-AGENCY TASK FORCE ON ORGAN
DONATION AND RESEARCH.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish an inter-agency task force on organ
donation and research (referred to in this
section as the ‘task force’) to improve the
coordination and evaluation of—

‘‘(A) federally supported or conducted
organ donation efforts and policies; and

‘‘(B) federally supported or conducted
basic, clinical and health services research
(including research on preservation tech-
niques and organ rejection and compat-
ibility).

‘‘(2) COMPOSITION.—The task force shall be
composed of—

‘‘(A) the Surgeon General, who shall serve
as the chairperson;

‘‘(B) representatives to be appointed by the
Secretary from relevant agencies within the
Department of Health and Human Services
(including the Health Resources and Services
Administration, Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration, National Institutes of Health,
and Agency for Healthcare Research and
Quality);

‘‘(C) a representative from the Department
of Transportation;

‘‘(D) a representative from the Department
of Defense;

‘‘(E) a representative from the Department
of Veterans Affairs;

‘‘(F) a representative from the Office of
Personnel Management; and

‘‘(G) representatives of other Federal agen-
cies or departments as determined to be ap-
propriate by the Secretary.

‘‘(3) ANNUAL REPORT.—In addition to ac-
tivities carried out under paragraph (1), the
task force shall support the development of
the annual report under subsection (d)(2).

‘‘(4) TERMINATION.—The task force may be
terminated at the discretion of the Secretary
following the completion of at least 2 annual
reports under subsection (d). Upon such ter-
mination, the Secretary shall provide for the
on-going coordination of federally supported
or conducted organ donation and research
activities.

‘‘(b) EDUCATION.—
‘‘(1) PUBLIC EDUCATION AND AWARENESS.—

The Secretary shall, directly or through
grants or contracts, carry out a comprehen-
sive and effective national public education
program to increase organ donation, includ-
ing living donation.

‘‘(2) DEVELOPMENT OF CURRICULA AND OTHER
EDUCATION ACTIVITIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sup-
port the development and dissemination of
model curricula to train health care profes-
sionals and other appropriate professionals
(including religious leaders in the commu-
nity and law enforcement officials) in issues
surrounding organ donation, including meth-
ods to approach patients and their families,
cultural sensitivities, and other relevant
issues.
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‘‘(B) HEALTH CARE PROFESSIONALS.—For

purposes of subparagraph (A), the term
‘health care professionals’ includes—

‘‘(i) medical students, residents and fel-
lows, attending physicians (through con-
tinuing medical education courses and other
methods), nurses, social workers, and other
allied health professionals; and

‘‘(ii) hospital- or other health care-facility
based chaplains; and

‘‘(iii) emergency medical personnel.

‘‘(c) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall award
peer-reviewed grants to public and non-profit
private entities, including States, to carry
out studies and demonstration projects to in-
crease organ donation rates, including living
donation. The Secretary shall ensure that
activities carried out by grantees under this
subsection are evaluated for effectiveness
and that such findings are disseminated.

‘‘(d) REPORTS.—
‘‘(1) IOM REPORT ON BEST PRACTICES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall

enter into a contract with the Institute of
Medicine to conduct an evaluation of the
organ donation practices of organ procure-
ment organizations, States, other countries,
and other appropriate organizations that
have achieved a higher than average organ
donation rate.

‘‘(B) BARRIERS.—In conducting the evalua-
tion under subparagraph (A), the Institute of
Medicine shall examine existing barriers to
organ donation.

‘‘(C) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months
after the date of enactment of this section,
the Institute of Medicine shall submit to the
Secretary a report concerning the evaluation
conducted under this paragraph. Such report
shall include recommendations for adminis-
trative actions and, if necessary, legislation
in order to replicate the best practices iden-
tified in the evaluation and to otherwise in-
crease organ donation and procurement
rates.

‘‘(2) ANNUAL REPORT ON DONATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year

after the date on which the report is sub-
mitted under paragraph (1)(C), and annually
thereafter, the Secretary shall prepare and
submit to Congress a report concerning fed-
erally supported or conducted organ dona-
tion and procurement activities, including
donation and procurement activities evalu-
ated or conducted under subsection (a) to in-
crease organ donation.

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENTS.—To the extent prac-
ticable, each annual report under subpara-
graph (A) shall—

‘‘(i) evaluate the effectiveness of activities,
identify best practices, and make rec-
ommendations regarding broader adoption of
best practices with respect to organ donation
and procurement;

‘‘(ii) assess organ donation and procure-
ment activities that are recently completed,
current or planned.

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, $15,000,000 for fiscal
year 2001, and such sums as may be necessary
for each of fiscal years 2002 through 2005.’’.∑

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself,
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
DEWINE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr.
INOUYE):

S. 2367. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to make im-
provements to, and permanently au-
thorize, the visa waiver pilot program
under the Act; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

TRAVEL, TOURISM, AND JOBS PRESERVATION
ACT

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Travel, Tour-
ism, and Jobs Preservation Act. This
bill makes the Visa Waiver Pilot Pro-
gram permanent and strengthens the
documentation and reporting require-
ments established under the pilot pro-
gram.

This legislation is important not
only because it facilitates travel and
tourism in the United States, thereby
creating many American jobs, but also
because it benefits American tourists
who wish to travel abroad, since visa
requirements are generally waived on a
reciprocal basis.

The Visa Waiver Pilot Program au-
thorizes the Attorney General to waive
visa requirements for foreign nationals
traveling from certain designated
countries as temporary visitors for
business or pleasure. Aliens from the
participating countries complete an
admission form prior to arrival and are
admitted to stay for up to 90 days.

The criteria for being designated as a
Visa Waiver country are as follows:
First, the country must extend recip-
rocal visa-free travel for U.S. citizens.
Second, they must have a non-
immigrant refusal rate for B–1/B–2 vis-
itor visas at U.S. consulates that is
low, averaging less than 2 percent the
previous two full fiscal years, with the
refusal rate less than 2.5 percent in ei-
ther year, or less than 3 percent the
previous full fiscal year. Third, the
countries must have or be in the proc-
ess of developing a machine-readable
passport program. Finally, the Attor-
ney General must conclude that entry
into the Visa Waiver Pilot Program
will not compromise U.S. law enforce-
ment interests.

Countries are designated by the At-
torney General in consultation with
the Secretary of State. Nations cur-
rently designated as Visa Waiver par-
ticipants are Andorra, Argentina, Aus-
tralia, Austria, Belgium, Brunei, Den-
mark, Finland, France, Germany, Ice-
land, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Liech-
tenstein, Luxembourg, Monaco, Neth-
erlands, New Zealand, Norway, Por-
tugal, San Marino, Singapore, Slo-
venia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
United Kingdom, and Uruguay. Greece
has been proposed for participation in
the program.

The Visa Waiver Pilot Program was
established by law in 1986 and became
effective in 1988, with 8 countries par-
ticipating for a period of three years.
The program has been considered suc-
cessful and as such has been expanded
to include 29 participating countries.
Since 1986, Visa Waiver has been reau-
thorized on 6 different occasions for pe-
riods of one, two, or three years at a
time.

The time has come to make the Visa
Waiver Pilot Program permanent, and,
in the process, to strengthen further
current requirements. Its status is no
longer truly experimental. No serious
disagreement exists that the program

should continue in place for the fore-
seeable future, and no significant prob-
lems have been raised with the fun-
damentals of how it has been operating
for the past 14 years. To the contrary,
failure to continue the program would
cause enormous staffing problems at
U.S. consulates, which would have to
be suddenly increased substantially to
resume issuance of visitor visas. It
would also be extremely detrimental to
American travelers, who would most
certainly find that, given reciprocity,
they now would be compelled to obtain
visas to travel to Europe and else-
where. Finally, there are costs to con-
tinuing to reauthorize the program on
a short-term rather than a permanent
basis, as it periodically creates consid-
erable uncertainty in the United States
and around the world about what docu-
ments travelers planning their foreign
travel have to obtain.

Accordingly, I am today introducing
the Travel, Tourism, and Jobs Preser-
vation Act. This legislation eliminates
the need for frequent extensions of
Visa Waiver by making the program
permanent. I am pleased to see that
the House bill on Visa Waiver also
makes the program permanent. Sec-
ond, the current requirement that
countries be in the process of devel-
oping a program for issuing machine-
readable passports will be replaced
with a stricter requirement that all
countries in the program as of May 1,
2000 certify by October 1, 2001 that they
will have an operational machine-read-
able passport program by 2003 and that
new countries have a machine-readable
passport program in place before be-
coming eligible for designation as a
Visa Waiver country. The bill also es-
tablishes a deadline of October 1, 2008
by which time all travelers must have
machine-readable passports to come to
the United States under Visa Waiver.
The judgment of everyone involved in
these issues is that the technology is
now sufficient that it is time for every-
one to move from the concept and plan-
ning to the prompt implementation of
these requirements.

Finally, under the Travel, Tourism,
and Jobs Preservation Act, the Attor-
ney General must submit a written re-
port at least once every five years eval-
uating ‘‘the effect of each program
country’s continued designation on the
law enforcement and national security
interests of the United States.’’ This
will ensure that the operation of the
program is periodically reviewed. I
should note that under current law the
Attorney General, in consultation with
the Secretary of State, may for any
reason (including national security) re-
frain from waiving the visa require-
ment in respect to nationals of any
country which may otherwise qualify
for designation or may, at any time,
rescind any waiver or designation pre-
viously granted’’ under Visa Waiver.

I think the additions in the bill
strengthen the program while pre-
serving the significant job creation
benefits Americans gain from the Visa
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Waiver program. International travel
generates $95 billion in expenditures
and created one million U.S. jobs last
year, according to the Travel Industry
Association of America. An estimated
half of all visitors to the United States
enter the country under Visa Waiver.

I would like to thank my cosponsors
Senators KENNEDY, LEAHY, DEWINE,
JEFFORDS, AKAKA, GRAHAM, and INOUYE
for supporting this important legisla-
tion.

f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 510

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. LOTT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 510, a bill to preserve the sov-
ereignty of the United States over pub-
lic lands and acquired lands owned by
the United States, and to preserve
State sovereignty and private property
rights in non-Federal lands sur-
rounding those public lands and ac-
quired lands.

S. 577

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 577, a bill to provide for in-
junctive relief in Federal district court
to enforce State laws relating to the
interstate transportation of intoxi-
cating liquor.

S. 670

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
names of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) and the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN) were added
as cosponsors of S. 670, a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
provide that the exclusion from gross
income for foster care payments shall
also apply to payments by qualifying
placement agencies, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 867

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the name
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
L. CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 867, a bill to designate a portion of
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge as
wilderness.

S. 1419

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SMITH), the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. LUGAR), and the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1419, a bill to
amend title 36, United States Code, to
designate May as ‘‘National Military
Appreciation Month.’’

S. 1810

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1810, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to clarify and improve
veterans’ claims and appellate proce-
dures.

S. 1898

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from Vermont

(Mr. JEFFORDS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1898, a bill to provide protec-
tion against the risks to the public
that are inherent in the interstate
transportation of violent prisoners.

S. 1921

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) and the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. BREAUX) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1921, a bill to authorize
the placement within the site of the
Vietnam Veterans Memorial of a
plaque to honor Vietnam veterans who
died after their service in the Vietnam
war, but as a direct result of that serv-
ice.

S. 1957

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from New
York (Mr. MOYNIHAN), and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1957, a bill to
provide for the payment of compensa-
tion to the families of the Federal em-
ployees who were killed in the crash of
a United States Air Force CT–43A air-
craft on April 3, 1996, near Dubrovnik,
Croatia, carrying Secretary of Com-
merce Ronald H. Brown and 34 others.

S. 1988

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
FITZGERALD) and the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. DURBIN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1988, a bill to reform the
State inspection of meat and poultry in
the United States, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2004

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2004, a bill to amend title 49 of the
United States Code to expand State au-
thority with respect to pipeline safety,
to establish new Federal requirements
to improve pipeline safety, to authorize
appropriations under chapter 601 of
that title for fiscal years 2001 through
2005, and for other purposes.

S. 2021

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. BUNNING) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2021, a bill to prohibit high school
and college sports gambling in all
States including States where such
gambling was permitted prior to 1991.

S. 2078

At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) and the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2078, a bill to
authorize the President to award a gold
medal on behalf of Congress to Muham-
mad Ali in recognition of his out-
standing athletic accomplishments and
enduring contributions to humanity,
and for other purposes.

S. 2107

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor

of S. 2107, a bill to amend the Securi-
ties Act of 1933 and the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934 to reduce securities
fees in excess of those required to fund
the operations of the Securities and
Exchange Commission, to adjust com-
pensation provisions for employees of
the Commission, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2183

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAIG) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2183, a bill to ensure the availability of
spectrum to amateur radio operators.

S. 2277

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) and the Senator from
Florida (Mr. GRAHAM) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2277, a bill to termi-
nate the application of title IV of the
Trade Act of 1974 with respect to the
People’s Republic of China.

S. 2308

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2308, a bill to amend title
XIX of the Social Security Act to as-
sure preservation of safety net hos-
pitals through maintenance of the
Medicaid disproportionate share hos-
pital program.

S. 2314

At the request of Mr. SMITH of New
Hampshire, the name of the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 2314, a bill for the
relief of Elian Gonzalez and other fam-
ily members.

S. 2323

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL,
the names of the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. DEWINE), the Senator from Texas
(Mrs. HUTCHISON), and the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. FRIST) were added
as cosponsors of S. 2323, a bill to amend
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to
clarify the treatment of stock options
under the Act.

S. 2344

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2344, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to treat pay-
ments under the Conservation Reserve
Program as rentals from real estate.

S. CON. RES. 32

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 32, a concurrent
resolution expressing the sense of Con-
gress regarding the guaranteed cov-
erage of chiropractic services under the
Medicare+Choice program.

S. CON. RES. 54

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
SMITH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Con. Res. 54, a concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress that
the Auschwitz-Birkenau state museum
in Poland should release seven paint-
ings by Auschwitz survivor Dina Bab-
bitt made while she was imprisoned
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there, and that the governments of the
United States and Poland should facili-
tate the return of Dina Babbit’s art-
work to her.

S. CON. RES. 60

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 60, a concurrent
resolution expressing the sense of Con-
gress that a commemorative postage
stamp should be issued in honor of the
U.S.S. Wisconsin and all those who
served aboard her.

S. CON. RES. 98

At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the
name of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Con. Res. 98, a concurrent res-
olution urging compliance with the
Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects
of International Child Abduction.

AMENDMENT NO. 2915

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2915 proposed to S.
Con. Res. 101, an original concurrent
resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal years 2001
through 2005 and revising the budg-
etary levels for fiscal year 2000.

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2915 proposed to S.
Con. Res. 101, an original concurrent
resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal years 2001
through 2005 and revising the budg-
etary levels for fiscal year 2000.

At the request of Mr. DODD, his name
was added as a cosponsor of amend-
ment No. 2915 proposed to S. Con. Res.
101, an original concurrent resolution
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal years 2001 through 2005 and revis-
ing the budgetary levels for fiscal year
2000.

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, her
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2915 proposed to S.
Con. Res. 101, an original concurrent
resolution setting forth the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal years 2001
through 2005 and revising the budg-
etary levels for fiscal year 2000.
f

SENATE RESOLUTION 281—TO CON-
GRATULATE THE MICHIGAN
STATE UNIVERSITY MEN’S BAS-
KETBALL TEAM ON WINNING
THE 2000 NATIONAL COLLEGIATE
ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION MEN’S
BASKETBALL CHAMPIONSHIP

Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself and Mr.
LEVIN) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:

S. RES. 281

Whereas the Michigan State Spartans were
Big Ten Conference regular season co-cham-
pions, and were winners of the Big Ten Con-
ference Tournament, and, with a 26–7 record,

earned a number one seed in the Midwest re-
gion of the 1999–2000 N.C.A.A. Tournament;

Whereas the Michigan State Spartans
proved their dominance over the Midwest
Region in reaching the Final Four, defeating
Valparaiso 65–38, Utah 73–61, Syracuse 75–58,
and Iowa State 75–64;

Whereas in winning the Midwest Region
the Michigan State Spartans reached the
Men’s Final Four for the second year in a
row, last year losing to the Duke University
Blue Devils in the semifinals;

Whereas the Michigan State Spartans
vowed after that loss to return to the Final
Four in 1999–2000, and to settle for nothing
less than the ultimate prize;

Whereas the Michigan State Spartans
moved one step closer to their goal when
they defeated the University of Wisconsin
Badgers 53–41 for the fourth time of the 1999–
2000 season to reach the championship game;

Whereas in that game, the Michigan State
Spartans, with an entire team effort that
demonstrated why college athletics are so
special, defeated the University of Florida
Gators 89–76 on April 3, 2000, and won the
N.C.A.A. Men’s Basketball Championship for
the second time in the history of the pro-
gram;

Whereas Coach Tom Izzo, who hails from
Iron Mountain, Michigan, in only his fifth
year coaching the team, has proven himself
to be one of the finest coaches in Men’s Col-
lege Basketball, and he and his staff instilled
into the Spartans a will to win second to
none, exemplified by their cutthroat defense,
which suffocated many potent offenses
throughout the season, and particularly in
the second half of N.C.A.A. Tournament
games;

Whereas Mateen Cleaves, Morris Peterson,
and A.J. Granger, three seniors who have
been playing together for four years and who
ended their collegiate careers with a win,
spurred this team to victory throughout the
year, Mr. Cleaves with his incredible leader-
ship, Mr. Peterson with his clutch shooting,
and Mr. Granger with his consistent long
marksmanship;

Whereas Mateen Cleaves, Morris Peterson,
and Charlie Bell, three individuals who hail
from Flint, Michigan, and have thus been
given the nickname ‘‘The Flintstones,’’ have
been playing together since elementary
school, and whose comradeship and loyalty
to one another carried out onto the floor,
and made the Spartans team a family off the
floor as well;

Whereas Mateen Cleaves, the fearless cap-
tain of the team and the all-time assist lead-
er in the Big Ten’s history, who led not only
with words but also with the example he set,
who returned to the championship game
after sustaining a high ankle sprain to his
right leg, led his team to the title and, like
a true champion, made good on his word;

Whereas Morris Peterson, named the Big
Ten Conference Player of the Year, saved the
Michigan State Spartans from the clutches
of defeat many times this season, and par-
ticularly in the tournament, with his laser-
like shooting and stingy defense;

Whereas Charlie Bell, perhaps the best re-
bounding guard in the nation, also led the
team with his quickness, tireless defense ef-
fort, and athleticism, and who will be count-
ed upon for his leadership next year;

Whereas A.J. Granger, displayed his awe-
some variety of offensive skills in both as-
sisting on, and hitting, several big shots
when the Spartans needed them most;

Whereas Andre Hutson, the man in the
middle, who was often called on to shut down
the opposing team’s top player, particularly
in the 1999–2000 tournament, handled his job
with a workmanlike skill that defined pro-
fessionalism, and in doing so provided the
Spartans with the whole package the entire
year;

Whereas Mike Chappell, Jason Richardson,
and Aloysius Anagonye, provided the Spar-
tans with quality minutes off the bench all
year, and particularly in the championship
game, where they held their own against the
vaunted Florida bench;

Whereas David Thomas and Adam
Ballinger, provided valuable contributions
throughout the season and the tournament,
both on and off the court, often providing
the Spartans with the lift they needed; and

Whereas the contributions of Steve Cherry,
Mat Ishbia and Brandon Smith, both on the
court and in practice, demonstrated the
total devotion of the Spartans players to the
team concept that made the Spartans into
the most dominating college basketball
team of the new millennium: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the United States Senate
congratulates the Michigan State University
Men’s Basketball Team on winning the 1999–
2000 National Collegiate Athletic Association
Men’s Basketball Championship.

f

SENATE RESOLUTION 282—CON-
GRATULATING THE HUSKIES OF
THE UNIVERSITY OF CON-
NECTICUT FOR WINNING THE 2000
WOMEN’S BASKETBALL CHAM-
PIONSHIP

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr.
LIEBERMAN) submitted the following
resolution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RES. 282
Whereas the University of Connecticut

women’s basketball team won its second na-
tional championship in 5 years by defeating
the University of Tennessee by the score of
71–52;

Whereas the University of Connecticut
Huskies entered the 2000 NCAA Tournament
with a perfect 15–0 record in the Big East
Conference and with just one loss during the
regular season;

Whereas National Coach of the Year Geno
Auriemma’s team began the season ranked
number one in the Nation and will finish the
season ranked number one in the Nation;

Whereas the University of Connecticut
Women Huskies brought the State of Con-
necticut its second straight NCAA Basket-
ball Title, following the 1999 championship of
the University of Connecticut Men’s team;

Whereas both Shea Ralph and Svetlana
Abrosimova were chosen consensus All-
Americans; Ralph was selected the NCAA
tournament’s Most Outstanding Player;
Kelly Schumacher set a championship-game
record for blocked shots with 9; and Ralph,
Abrosimova, Sue Bird, and Asjha Jones were
named to the All-Tournament team;

Whereas the Huskies dominated March
Madness, averaging 91.3 points and a 19-point
margin of victory in the tournament;

Whereas University of Connecticut’s 19-
point win over Tennessee, the other power-
house of women’s collegiate basketball, was
the second largest margin of victory ever in
a championship game;

Whereas the high caliber of the University
of Connecticut Women Huskies in both ath-
letics and academics has again advanced the
sport of women’s basketball and provided in-
spiration for future generations of young fe-
male athletes; and

Whereas the Huskies’ season of accom-
plishment rallied Connecticut residents of
all ages, from Stamford to Storrs, from Nor-
walk to Norwich, behind a common purpose
and inspired a wave of euphoria across the
State: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate commends the
Huskies of the University of Connecticut for
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completing the 1999–2000 season with a 36–1
record and winning the 2000 NCAA Women’s
Basketball Championship.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2001

L. CHAFEE (AND FEINSTEIN)
AMENDMENT NO. 2923

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. L. CHAFEE (for himself and Mrs.

FEINSTEIN) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them to the
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 101)
setting forth the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal years 2001 through 2005 and revis-
ing the budgetary levels for fiscal year
2000; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON RESTORING

FUNDS TO HOSPITALS CUT BY THE
BALANCED BUDGET ACT OF 1997.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the Balanced Budget Reform Act of 1999

provided insufficient relief to hospitals;
(2) in addition to reductions to expendi-

tures under the medicare program, reduc-
tions made in the Balanced Budget Act of
1997 over 5 years to Federal medicaid dis-
proportionate share hospital (DSH) expendi-
tures threaten the ability of hospitals to pro-
vide care for the most vulnerable popu-
lations;

(3) Federal medicaid DSH expenditures
help reimburse the costs incurred by hos-
pitals in treating medicaid patients and the
uninsured and are needed to help our Na-
tion’s safety net hospitals.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion on the budget assume that the Senate
should enact legislation that would reverse
the unintended consequences of the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 by freezing the reductions
in medicaid disproportionate share hospital
(DSH) expenditures at fiscal year 2000 levels
and then allowing those expenditure levels
to increase by the percentage change in the
consumer price index for all urban con-
sumers (all items; U.S. city average) for the
following 5 years.

JEFFORDS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2924

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. JEFFORDS (for himself, Ms.

SNOWE, Mr. DODD, Mr. BAYH, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. REED, Mr. SCHUMER,
Mr. KERRY, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. KOHL, Mr. L. CHAFEE, and Mr.
WELLSTONE) submitted the following
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE LOW-IN-

COME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Home energy assistance for working
poor and low-income families with children,
elderly individuals on fixed incomes, individ-

uals with disabilities, and others who need
such assistance is a critical part of the social
safety net in cold weather areas during the
winter, and a source of necessary cooling aid
during the summer.

(2) The Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program is a highly targeted, cost-ef-
fective way to help millions of low-income
Americans pay their home energy bills. More
than 2⁄3 of households eligible for assistance
through the Program have annual incomes of
less than $8,000, and approximately 1⁄2 of the
households have annual incomes below
$6,000.

(3) Funding for the Low-Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program has declined 48 per-
cent since fiscal year 1985, and as a result
many elderly individuals on fixed incomes
and working poor families have lost critical
assistance.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the budgetary levels in
this resolution assume that—

(1) an amount of not less than $1,400,000,000
(an amount currently available to carry out
the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Act of 1981 for fiscal year 2000) will be made
available to carry out such Act for fiscal
year 2001; and

(2) $1,400,000,000 of the amount described in
paragraph (1) will not be funds designated by
Congress to be emergency requirements pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)), regardless of
whether any additional funds (in excess of
the $1,400,000,000) made available as described
in paragraph (1) are funds that are so des-
ignated.

LINCOLN AMENDMENT NO. 2925

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. LINCOLN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to
the concurrent resolution S. Con. Res.
101, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING

AGING FLOOD CONTROL STRUC-
TURES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) since 1948, communities and the Natural

Resources Conservation Service of the De-
partment of Agriculture have constructed
over 10,400 flood control structures in 47
States, at an estimated infrastructure in-
vestment of $14,000,000,000;

(2) many of those structures are now reach-
ing the end of their design life; and

(3) unless those aging structures are reha-
bilitated, the structures may—

(A) pose significant threats to human
health, public safety, property, and the envi-
ronment; and

(B) pose risks of potential hardship to the
communities in the vicinities of the struc-
tures, including through potential loss of
flood control, community water supplies,
ability to conserve natural resources, and
economic benefits, that were brought about
as a result of those flood control structures.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion, and any legislation enacted pursuant to
this resolution, assume that the Federal
Government will offer technical assistance
and cost-shared financial assistance to com-
munities to ensure that the flood control
structures constructed by the communities
and the Natural Resources Conservation
Service of the Department of Agriculture are
rehabilitated and continue to serve the pro-
tective purposes for which they were con-
structed.

BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2926

Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr. DODD, Mr. KERRY, Mr. WELLSTONE,
Mr. BYRD, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. REED, Mr.
ROBB, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. SCHUMER, and
Mrs. BOXER) proposed an amendment to
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res.
101, supra; as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$1,930,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$6,230,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$5,480,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,810,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,940,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,930,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$6,230,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$5,480,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,810,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$6,940,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$5,640,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$7,120,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$6,470,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$7,080,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$8,420,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,930,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,230,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$5,480,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$5,810,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$6,940,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,640,000,000.

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,930,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$7,120,000,000.

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by
$6,230,000,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$6,470,000,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,480,000,000.

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by
$7,080,000,000.

On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by
$5,810,000,000.

On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by
$8,420,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$6,940,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$1,949,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$28,133,000,000.

Add new Section 105, as follows:
SEC. 105. RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC-

TIONS IN THE SENATE.
Not later than September 29, 2000, the Sen-

ate Committee on Finance shall report to
the Senate a reconciliation bill proposing
changes in laws within its jurisdiction nec-
essary to reduce revenues by not more than
$19,000,000 in fiscal year 2001 and $1,743,000,000
for the period of fiscal years 2001 through
2005.

SHELBY AMENDMENT NO. 2927
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
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Mr. SHELBY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con.
Res. 101, supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Our Nation’s children have become the
ever increasing targets of marketing activ-
ity.

(2) Such marketing activity, which in-
cludes Internet sales pitches, commercials
broadcast via in-classroom television pro-
gramming, product placements, contests,
and giveaways, is taking place every day
during class time in our Nation’s public
schools.

(3) Many State and local entities enter into
arrangements allowing marketing activity
in schools in an effort to make up budgetary
shortfalls or to gain access to expensive
technology or equipment.

(4) These marketing efforts take advantage
of the time and captive audiences provided
by taxpayer-funded schools.

(5) These marketing efforts involve activi-
ties that compromise the privacy of our Na-
tion’s children.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that—

(1) in-school marketing and information-
gathering activities—

(A) are a waste of student class time and
taxpayer money;

(B) exploit captive student audiences for
commercial gain; and

(C) compromise the privacy rights of our
Nation’s school children and are a violation
of the public trust Americans place in the
public education system;

(2) State and local educators should re-
move commercial distractions from our Na-
tion’s public schools and should protect the
privacy of school-aged children in our Na-
tion’s classrooms;

(3) Federal funds should not be used in any
way to support the commercialization of our
Nation’s classrooms or the exploitation of
student privacy, nor to purchase advertise-
ments from entities that market to school
children or violate student privacy during
the school day; and

(4) Federal funds should be made available,
in the form of block grants, to State and
local entities in order to provide the entities
with the financial flexibility to avoid the ne-
cessity of having to enter into relationships
with third parties that involve violations of
student privacy or the introduction of com-
mercialization into our Nation’s classrooms.

JOHNSON (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2928

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. JOHNSON (for
himself, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mrs. MURRAY,
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. SPECTER, and Mr.
DASCHLE)) proposed an amendment to
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res.
101, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR MILITARY RETIREE

HEALTH CARE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, aggre-

gates, allocations, functional totals and
other budgetary levels and limits may be re-
vised for legislation to fund improvements to
health care programs for military retirees
and their dependents in order to fulfill the
promises made to them, provided that the
enactment of that legislation will not cause
an on-budget deficit for—

(1) fiscal year 2001; or

(2) the period of fiscal years 2001 through
2005.

(b) REVISED LEVELS.—Upon the consider-
ation of legislation pursuant to subsection
(a), the Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen-
ate appropriately revised allocations under
section 302(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 and revised functional levels and
aggregates to carry out this section. These
revised allocations, functional levels, and ag-
gregates shall be considered for the purposes
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as al-
locations, functional levels, and aggregates
contained in this resolution.

DOMENICI AMENDMENT NO. 2929

Mr. DOMENICI proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 2928 proposed
by Mr. JOHNSON to the concurrent reso-
lution, S. Con. Res. 101, supra; as fol-
lows:

In subsection (a), after the words ‘‘may be
revised for’’ insert the words ‘‘Department of
Defense authorization’’, and after the word
‘‘legislation’’ insert the words ‘‘reported by
the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate’’.

SHELBY (AND BOND) AMENDMENT
NO. 2930

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SHELBY (for himself and Mr.

BOND) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 101,
supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING ADE-

QUATE FUNDING OF THE DEFENSE
BUDGET.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The United States remains exposed to
ballistic missile attack.

(2) The morale and readiness levels of the
Armed Forces of the United States are de-
clining to a point not seen since the ‘‘hollow
force’’ of the 1970s.

(3) The investment in spending for the
Armed Forces has not kept pace with the
worldwide operational tempo of the Armed
Forces.

(4) The investment in science and tech-
nology by the United States has decreased to
a point that threatens the ability of the
United States to maintain technological su-
periority on the battlefield of the future.

(5) The health care delivery system for
United States military personnel, including
regular, reserve, and retired personnel, is
wholly inadequate.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that it should enact legislation
that funds the defense budget at levels com-
mensurate with the threat to the national
security interests of the United States.

STEVENS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2931

Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr.
BYRD, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
SHELBY, Mr. CAMPBELL, and Mr. COCH-
RAN) proposed an amendment to the
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 101,
supra; as follows:

Strike Section 208.

STEVENS (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2932

Mr. STEVENS (for himself, Mr.
BYRD, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.

COCHRAN, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. CAMPBELL,
and Mr. HARKIN) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

Strike Section 210.

BAYH AMENDMENT NO. 2933
Mr. BAYH submitted an amendment

intended to be proposed by him to the
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 101,
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE RELATING TO

THE HUMAN GENOME PROJECT.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The human genome project is an inter-

national effort lead by the United States and
the United Kingdom that will revolutionize
the delivery of health care.

(2) The National Institutes of Health’s Na-
tional Human Genome Research Institute
and the Department of Energy’s Human Ge-
nome Program together make up the U.S.
component of the Human Genome Project,
the world’s largest centrally coordinated bi-
ology research project.

(3) The Human Genome Project is deter-
mined to complete the nucleotide sequence
of human DNA, to localize the estimated
50,000 to 100,000 genes within the human ge-
nome.

(4) In addition, another major component
of the human genome research effort is to
analyze the ethical, legal, and social impli-
cations of genetic knowledge.

(5) There are an estimated 3,000,000,000 let-
ters to map and sequence and up to 100,000
genes to identify that makeup the human ge-
netic code. Of the 3,000,000,000 letters,
2,000,000,000 have already been mapped and
sequenced in working draft form.

(6) As a result of the Human Genome
Project’s efforts, a working draft that covers
at least 90 percent of the genome is expected
to be released this year.

(7) The availability of genetic information
requires humans to use the information
wisely and appropriately, free of discrimina-
tion.

(8) The President’s fiscal year 2001 budget
requests a $1,000,000,000 increase in the bio-
medical research activities at the National
Institutes of Health to support research in
areas such as diabetes, brain disorders, can-
cer, genetic medicine, disease prevention
strategies, and development of an AIDS vac-
cine.

(9) The Senate has previously passed a
sense of the Senate that expresses support
for the doubling of funding for the National
Institutes of Health over 5 years.

(10) The completion of the Human Genome
Project will have profound impacts on the
way health care is delivered. It will provide
information that constitutes a basic set of
inherited instructions for the development
and functioning of a human being.

(11) This data will be primarily used to cre-
ate medications that can prevent genetic
disorders from surfacing and allow treat-
ment to begin at earlier stages.

(12) Genomics should allow us to live not
only longer but healthier lives. By identi-
fying the genetic causes of terminal ill-
nesses, genomics may make it possible for a
child born today to have a long and healthier
life.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels underlying this
resolution assume that the efforts of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health and the Depart-
ment of Energy in the Human Genome
Project will be recognized and strongly sup-
ported to advance the world’s understanding
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of the genetic make-up of humans and de-
velop one of the most profound scientific dis-
coveries of our time, and to support swift ad-
vancement in this area.

JOHNSON (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO 2934

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. JOHNSON (for himself, Mr.

WELLSTONE, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. DOR-
GAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. ROBB, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. CONRAD,
Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. DASCHLE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by them to the bill Senate
Concurrent Resolution 101, supra, as
follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 7, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 8, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 11, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 12, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 15, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 16, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 19, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 20, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 23, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 23, line 24, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$2,500,000,000.

CONRAD (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2935

Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Mr. KOHL,
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. HAR-

KIN, Mr. ROBB, Mr. REID, and Mr.
GRAHAM) proposed an amendment to
amendment No. 2906 proposed by Mr.
ALLARD to the concurrent resolution,
S. Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

In the amendment strike all after the first
word and add the following:

Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this resolution, the following numbers shall
apply:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 5, line 24, decrease the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 6, line 1, decrease the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 6, line 6, decrease the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 6, line 7, decrease the amount by
$12,427,000,000.

On page 6, line 8, decrease the amount by
$15,376,000,000.

On page 6, line 9, decrease the amount by
$18,775,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by
$21,724,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$6,579,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$74,881,000,000.

WARNER AMENDMENTS NOS. 2936–
2938

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr WARNER submitted three amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution S. Con.
Res. 101 supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2936

On page 4, line 22, strike ‘‘$1,471,817,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$1,475,817,000,000’’.

On page 5, line 7, strike ‘‘$1,447,795,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$1,499,395,000,000’’.

On page 5, line 15, strike ‘‘$53,863,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$52,263,000,000’’.

On page 43, line 10, strike ‘‘$306,819,000,000’’
and insert ‘‘$310,819,000,000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2937

At the end of title II, add the following:

SEC. 204. PARTICIPATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
UNIFORMED SERVICES IN THE
THRIFT SAVINGS PLAN.

(a) ADJUSTMENT.—If a bill is reported by a
committee of the Senate, or an amendment
to a bill reported by a committee of the Sen-
ate is offered, or a conference report on a bill
reported by a committee of the Senate is
submitted that provides for the amendments
made by subtitle F of title VI of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2000 (Public Law 106–65; 113 Stat. 670) to take
effect, the chairman of the Committee on
the Budget shall increase the allocation of
budget authority and outlays to that com-
mittee by the amount of budget authority
(and the outlays resulting therefrom) pro-
vided by that legislation for such purpose in
accordance with subsection (b).

(b) CONDITIONS.—Legislation complies with
this subsection if it does not cause a net in-
crease in budget authority and outlays of
greater than $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2001.

(c) LIMITATIONS.—Adjustments to alloca-
tions under subsection (a) shall not result in
reduced revenue for fiscal year 2001 exceed-
ing $10,000,000, or reduced revenue for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2001 through 2005 exceed-
ing $321,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 2938

At the end of section 208, add the fol-
lowing:

(g) EXCEPTION FOR DEFENSE SPENDING.—
This section does not apply to a provision of
law making discretionary appropriations in
the defense category.

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2939

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.

FEINGOLD, Mr. DODD, Mr. REED, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. HARKIN,
and Mr. SCHUMER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them the Concurrent Resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$623,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$633,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$644,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$655,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$666,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.
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On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by

$646,000,000.
On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by

$657,000,000.
On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by

$623,000,000.
On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by

$124,000,000.
On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by

$633,000,000.
On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by

$612,000,000.
On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by

$644,000,000.
On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by

$635,000,000.
On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by

$655,000,000.
On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by

$646,000,000.
On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by

$666,000,000.
On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by

$657,000,000.
On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by

$124,000,000.
On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by

$2,674,000,000.

ASHCROFT AMENDMENT NO. 2940

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. ASHCROFT submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con.
Res. 101, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON GUARAN-

TEEING ADEQUATE FUNDING FOR
PROGRAMS TO FIGHT METH-
AMPHETAMINE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) drug use in America, especially among

our youth, is unacceptably high;
(2) keeping drugs out of the hands of our

children and off our streets can dramatically
reduce violent crime in America;

(3) one of the most dangerous drug
epidemics facing America today, is the mete-
oric rise in the use of methamphetamine;

(4) methamphetamine, or ‘‘meth’’ as it is
commonly called, is highly addictive, highly
destructive, cheap, and easy to manufacture.

(5) federal, state, and local law enforce-
ment officials often do not have the nec-
essary resources to combat this growing
meth epidemic;

(6) despite the appropriation of over $35
million dollars in the past two appropria-
tions cycles for the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration to train local law enforcement
in the meth problem continues to grow;

(7) given that meth use continues to grow
at an alarming rate, more funding is nec-
essary to assist law enforcement officials in
the fight against this explosive problem and
in the clean-up of meth labs.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution
and legislation enacted pursuant to this res-
olution assume that adequate funds will be
provided in fiscal year 2001 to—

(1) establish programs for state and local
law enforcement personnel regarding the
clean-up and handling of methamphetamine
lab waste, including basic clandestine lab-
oratory certification training and clandes-
tine laboratory recertification and aware-
ness training;

(2) combat the trafficking of methamphet-
amine and amphetamine in areas designated
by the Director of National Drug Control
Policy as high intensity drug trafficking
areas;

(3) combat the illegal manufacturing and
trafficking in methamphetamine and am-

phetamine, including assisting State and
local law enforcement in small and mid-sized
communities in all phase of investigations
related to such manufacturing and traf-
ficking; and

(4) expand activities in connection with the
treatment of methamphetamine or amphet-
amine abuse or addiction; and for planning,
establishing, or administering community-
based and school-based prevention programs
relating to methamphetamine and other il-
licit drugs.

KOHL (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2941

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. LEAHY,

Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. ROBB,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr.
KERREY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 101,
supra; as follows:

On page 36, strike beginning with line 1
and all that follows through page 37, line 5.

KOHL (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2942

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. REID, and

Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted the following
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE

ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL
BACKGROUND CHECK SYSTEM FOR
LONG-TERM CARE WORKERS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The impending retirement of the baby
boom generation will greatly increase the
demand and need for quality long-term care
and it is incumbent on Congress and the
President to ensure that medicare and med-
icaid patients are protected from abuse, ne-
glect, and mistreatment.

(2) Although the majority of long-term
care facilities do an excellent job in caring
for elderly and disabled patients, incidents of
abuse and neglect and mistreatment do
occur at an unacceptable rate and are not
limited to nursing homes alone.

(3) Current Federal and State safeguards
are inadequate because there is little or no
information sharing between States about
known abusers and no common State proce-
dures for tracking abusers from State to
State and facility to facility.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this concurrent
resolution on the budget assume that a na-
tional registry of abusive long-term care
workers should be established by building
upon existing infrastructures at the Federal
and State levels that would enable long-term
care providers who participate in the medi-
care and medicaid programs to conduct
background checks on prospective employ-
ees.

BYRD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2943

Mr. BYRD (for himself, Mr. WARNER,
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. BOND, Mr. DOMENICI, Mrs.
LINCOLN, Mr. ROBB, and Mr. BINGAMAN)
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 101, supra;
as follows:

‘‘SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CONTIN-
UED USE OF FEDERAL FUEL TAXES
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION AND RE-
HABILITATION OF OUR NATION’S
HIGHWAYS, BRIDGES, AND TRANSIT
SYSTEMS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) current law, as stipulated in the Trans-

portation Equity Act for the 21st Century
(TEA–21), requires all federal gasoline taxes
be deposited into the Highway Trust Fund;

(2) current law, as stipulated in TEA–21,
guarantees that all such deposits to the
Highway Trust Fund are spent in full on the
construction and rehabilitation of our na-
tion’s highways, bridges, and transit sys-
tems;

(3) the funding guarantees contained in
TEA–21 are essential to the ability of the na-
tion’s governors, highway commissioners,
and transit providers to address the growing
backlog of critical transportation invest-
ments in order to stem the deterioration of
our road and transit systems, improve the
safety of our highways, and reduce the
growth of congestion that is choking off eco-
nomic growth in communities across the na-
tion;

(4) any effort to reduce the federal gasoline
tax or de-link the relationship between high-
way user fees and highway spending pose a
great danger to the integrity of the Highway
Trust Fund and the ability of the states to
invest adequately in our transportation in-
frastructure; and

(5) proposals to reduce the federal gasoline
tax threaten to endanger the spending levels
guaranteed in TEA–21 while providing no
guarantee that consumers will experience
any reduction in price at the gas pump.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals in
this budget resolution do not assume the re-
duction of any federal gasoline taxes on ei-
ther a temporary or permanent basis.’’

L. CHAFEE (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2944

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. L. CHAFEE (for himself, Ms. MI-

KULSKI, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr.
HARKIN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. ROBB, Mr.
ASHCROFT, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. SPECTER,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. DODD,
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BREAUX, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN,
Mr. REED, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. EDWARDS,
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
CLELAND, and Mr. INOUYE) submitted
the following amendment intended to
be proposed by them to the concurrent
resolution, S. Con. Res. 101, supra; as
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING

BREAST AND CERVICAL CANCER.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) The National Breast and Cervical Can-

cer Early Detection Program under title XV
of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C.
300k et seq.) (referred to in this section as
the ‘‘NBCCEDP’’) provides funding only for
screening and not treatment of these breast
and cervical cancers.

(2) From its inception in 1990 through
March 1999, the NBCCEDP has provided over
1,000,000 mammograms to women 40 years of
age and older. Of these, over 77,000 were
found to be abnormal and 5,830 cases of
breast cancer were diagnosed.

(3) Of all women screened by the
NBCCEDP, over 6,200 cases of breast cancer
have been diagnosed.
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(4) The NBCCEDP has diagnosed over 34,000

precancerous cervical lesions and over 550
cases of cervical cancer.

(5) Screening must be coupled with treat-
ment to reduce cancer mortality.

(6) The current system for treatment for
low-income, uninsured women diagnosed
with breast or cervical cancer in the
NBCCEDP is an ad hoc patchwork of pro-
viders, volunteers, and local programs
scrambling to find treatment dollars.

(7) Time and effort required to arrange for
treatment for women diagnosed through the
NBCCEDP have begun to divert resources
away from screening services, allowing the
program to screen only 12 to 15 percent of el-
igible women.

(8) There is a precedent for covering par-
ticipants in the NBCCEDP under the med-
icaid program under title XIX of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.).

(9) The Breast and Cervical Cancer Treat-
ment Act of 1999 (Senate bill 662 106th Con-
gress) has 57 bipartisan cosponsors, and
would establish an optional State medicaid
benefit for coverage of women screened and
diagnosed with breast or cervical cancer
under the NBCCEDP.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion, and legislation enacted pursuant to
this resolution, assume that there should be
passage of legislation to provide medical as-
sistance for certain women screened and
found to have breast or cervical cancer under
the National Breast and Cervical Cancer
Early Detection Program under title XV of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300k
et seq.).

ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2945

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr.

BROWNBACK, Mr. VOINOVICH, and Mr.
GRAMS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 101,
supra; as follows:

On page 30, line 21, insert the following:
‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF MEDICARE, PART A SUR-

PLUS.—For purposes of this section, the net
surplus in any trust fund for part A of Medi-
care shall not be counted as a net surplus for
purposes of the congressional budget.’’

ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2946

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr.

INHOFE, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. GREGG,
Mr. ALLARD, and Mr. SANTORUM) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by them to the concurrent
resolution, S. Con. Res. 101, supra; as
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING

INVESTMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
TRUST FUNDS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) Government investment of the social

security trust funds in the stock market is a
gamble Congress should be unwilling to
make on behalf of the millions who receive
and depend on social security to meet their
retirement needs;

(2) in 1999, the Senate voted 99–0 to oppose
Government investment of the social secu-
rity trust funds in private financial markets;

(3) in addition to the unanimous opposition
of the United States Senate, Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan and Securities

and Exchange Commissioner Arthur Levitt
also oppose the idea; and

(4) despite this opposition, and despite the
dangers inherent in having the Government
invest social security trust funds in private
financial markets, President Clinton has
once again suggested, on page 37 of the Ad-
ministration’s proposed fiscal year 2001 Fed-
eral budget, that the Government invest part
of the social security trust funds in cor-
porate equities.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution
assume that the Federal Government should
not directly invest contributions made to
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund established under section
201 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401),
or any interest derived from those contribu-
tions, in private financial markets.

SANTORUM (AND GRAMS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2947

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. SANTORUM (for himself and Mr.

GRAMS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 101,
supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING IN-

CREASING ACCESS TO HEALTH IN-
SURANCE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) 44,400,000 Americans are currently with-

out health insurance—an increase of more
than 5,000,000 since 1993—and this number is
expected to increase to nearly 60,000,000 peo-
ple in the next 10 years;

(2) the cost of health insurance continues
to rise, a key factor in the increasing num-
ber of uninsured;

(3) more than half of these uninsured
Americans are the working poor or near
poor;

(4) the uninsured are much more likely not
to receive needed medical care and much
more likely to need hospitalization for
avoidable conditions and to rely on emer-
gency room care, trends which significantly
contribute to the rising costs of uncompen-
sated care by health care providers and the
costs of health care delivery in general; and

(5) there is a consensus that working
Americans and their families will suffer from
reduced access to health insurance.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that increasing access to afford-
able health care coverage for all Americans,
in a manner which maximizes individual
choice and control of health care dollars,
should be a legislative priority of Congress.

REID AMENDMENTS NOS. 2948–2950
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. REID submitted three amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con.
Res. 101, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2948
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING

AN INCREASE IN FUNDING FOR
WOMEN’S HEALTH RESEARCH.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) less than 15 percent of the funding at

the National Institutes of Health is for wom-
en’s health research, yet women make up ap-
proximately 55 percent of the population;

(2) National Institutes of Health funding
for women’s health has not increased to

meet the growth in the number of women,
especially older women;

(3) between fiscal years 1997 and 2000, the
percentage of National Institutes of Health
funding dedicated to women’s health has ac-
tually decreased; and

(4) according to the Census Bureau, by 2010
the growth rate of the older population will
be 31⁄2 times that of the total population,
with older women one of the fastest growing
cohorts, creating an urgent need for research
into the diagnosis, treatment, and preven-
tion of age-related diseases.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels of this resolu-
tion assume that a portion of any increase in
funding for the National Institutes of Health
should be used to increase the amount of
funding for women’s health research so that
progress is made in achieving equity in wom-
en’s health research funding at the National
Institutes of Health.

AMENDMENT NO. 2949
At the end of title III, insert the following:

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING SO-
CIAL SECURITY NOTCH BABIES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the Social Security Amendments of 1977

(Pub. Law 95–216) substantially altered the
way social security benefits are computed;

(2) those amendments resulted in disparate
benefits depending upon the year in which a
worker becomes eligible for benefits; and

(3) those individuals born between the
years 1917 and 1926, and who are commonly
referred to as ‘‘notch babies’’ receive bene-
fits that are lower than those retirees who
were born before or after those years.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that Congress should reevaluate
the social security benefits of workers who
attained age 65 after 1981 and before 1992.

AMENDMENT NO. 2950
At the end of title III, insert the following:

SEC. ll. REVIEW OF EXPORT OF CERTAIN HIGH-
PERFORMANCE COMPUTERS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels
in this resolution assume that any new com-
posite theoretical performance level rec-
ommended by the President pursuant to sec-
tion 1211 of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (50 U.S.C. App.
2404 note) should take effect 30 days after the
President submits a report under such sec-
tion 1211.

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 2951

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KENNEDY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con.
Res. 101, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING

THE MINIMUM WAGE.
It is the sense of the Senate that the levels

in this resolution assume that Congress
should enact legislation to amend the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 201 et
seq.) to increase the Federal minimum wage
by $1.00 over 1 year with a $0.50 increase ef-
fective May 1, 2000 and another $0.50 increase
effective on May 1, 2001.

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2952

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.

FEINGOLD, Mr. DODD, Mr. REED, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
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WELLSTONE, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. HARKIN,
and Mr. SCHUMER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$623,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$633,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$644,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$655,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$666,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$623,000,000.

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$633,000,000.

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by
$612,000,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$644,000,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$635,000,000.

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by
$655,000,000.

On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by
$646,000,000.

On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by
$666,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$657,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$124,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$2,674,000,000.

DURBIN AMENDMENT NO. 2953

Mr. DURBIN proposed an amendment
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con.
Res. 101, supra; as follows:
FEDERAL REVENUE TOTALS

On page 4, line 3, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 4, line 4, decrease the amount by
$4,843,000.

On page 4, line 5, decrease the amount by
$35,146,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$65,248,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by
$99,450,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by
$128,552,000,000.
FEDERAL REVENUE CHANGES

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$4,843,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$35,146,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$65,248,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$99,450,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$128,552,000,000.
NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$136,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,280,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$4,186,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$8,785,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$15,334,000,000.
BUDGET OUTLAYS

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$136,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,280,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$4,186,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$8,785,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$15,334,000,000.
NET INTEREST BUDGET AUTHORITY

On page 26, line 3, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 26, line 7, increase the amount by
$136,000,000.

On page 26, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,280,000,000.

On page 26, line 15, increase the amount by
$4,186,000,000.

On page 26, line 19, increase the amount by
$8,785.

On page 26, line 23, increase the amount by
$15,334,000,000.
NET INTEREST OUTLAYS

On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 26, line 8, increase the amount by
$136,000,000.

On page 26, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,280,000,000.

On page 26, line 16, increase the amount by
$4,186,000,000.

On page 26, line 20, increase the amount by
$8,785,000,000.

On page 26, line 24, increase the amount by
$15,334,000,000.
PUBLIC DEBT

On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by
$4,979,000,000.

On page 5, line 24, increase the amount by
$36,426,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, increase the amount by
$69,434,000,000.

On page 6, line 1, increase the amount by
$108,235,000,000.

On page 6, line 2, increase the amount by
$143,886,000,000.
DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC

On page 6, line 5, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 6, line 6, increase the amount by
$4,979,000,000.

On page 6, line 7, increase the amount by
$36,426,000,000.

On page 6, line 8, increase the amount by
$69,434,000,000.

On page 6, line 9, increase the amount by
$108,235,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, increase the amount
by $143,886,000,000.
TAX CUT

On page 29, line 3, increase the amount
by $4,843,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, increase the amount
by $333,239,000,000.
DEFICIT INCREASE

On page 5, line 14, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by
$4,979,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by
$36,426,000,000.

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by
$89,434,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by
$108,235,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by
$143,886,000,000.

DURBIN (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2954

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. SCHU-

MER, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LAUTENBERG,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, and Mr. REED) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$84,399,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$68,925,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$9,225,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$84,399,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$68,925,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$9,225,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$283,890,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$84,399,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$68,925,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$9,225,000.

On page 24, line 7, increase the amount by
$283,890,000.

On page 24, line 8, increase the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 24, line 12, increase the amount by
$84,399,000.

On page 24, line 16, increase the amount by
$68,925,000.

On page 24, line 20, increase the amount by
$9,225,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$121,341,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount of
$283,890,000.

ROTH (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2955

Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mrs. BOXER,
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. DODD, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. L.
CHAFEE, Mr. ROBB, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr.
LAUTENBERG, and Mr. REID) proposed
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an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, S. Con. Res. 101, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 27, line 20, increase the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 27, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 28, line 20, decrease the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 28, line 21, decrease the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

MIKULSKI (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2956

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mrs.

BOXER, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr. KERRY, and Mr. KENNEDY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by them to the concurrent
resolution, S. Con. Res. 101, supra; as
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING

DIGITAL OPPORTUNITY.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings:
(1) A digital divide exist in America. Low-

income, urban and rural families are less
likely to have access to the Internet and
computers. African American and Hispanic
families are only 2⁄5 as likely to have Inter-
net access as white families. Access by Na-
tive Americans to the Internet and to com-
puters is statistically negligible.

(2) Regardless of income level, Americans
living in rural areas lag behind in Internet
access. Individuals with lower incomes who
live in rural areas are half as likely to have
Internet access as individuals who live in
urban areas.

(3) The digital divide for the poorest Amer-
icans has grown by 29 percent since 1997.

(4) Access to computers and the Internet
and the ability to use this technology effec-
tively is becoming increasingly important
for full participation in America’s economic,
political and social life.

(5) Unequal access to technology and high-
tech skills by income, educational level, race
and geography could deepen and reinforce
the divisions that exist within American so-
ciety.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals un-
derlying this resolution on the budget as-
sume that—

(1) to ensure that all children are computer
literate by the time they finish the eighth
grade, regardless of race, ethnicity, gender,
income, geography or disability, to broaden
access to information technologies, to pro-
vide workers, teachers and students with in-
formation technology training, and to pro-
mote innovative online content and software
applications that will improve commerce,
education and quality of life, initiatives that
increase digital opportunity should be pro-
vided for as follows:

(A) $200,000,000 in tax incentives should be
provided to encourage private sector dona-
tion of high quality computers, sponsorship
of community technology centers, training,
technical services and computer repair;

(B) $450,000,000 should be provided for
teacher training;

(C) $150,000,000 for new teacher training;
(D) $400,000,000 should be provided for

school technology and school libraries;
(E) $20,000,000 should be provided to place

computers and trained personnel in Boys &
Girls Clubs;

(F) $25,000,000 should be provided to create
an E-Corps within Americorps;

(G) $100,000,000 should be provided to create
1,000 Community Technology Centers in low-
income urban and rural communities;

(H) $50,000,000 should be provided for public/
private partnerships to expand home access
to computers and the Internet for low-in-
come families;

(I) $45,000,000 should be provided to pro-
mote innovative applications of information
and communications technology for under-
served communities;

(J) $10,000,000 should be provided to prepare
Native Americans for careers in Information
Technology and other technical fields; and

(2) all Americans should have access to
broadband telecommunications capability as
soon as possible and as such, initiatives that
increase broadband deployment should be
funded, including $25,000,000 to accelerate
private sector deployment of broadband and
networks in underserved urban and rural
communities.

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO.
2957

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001.
Congress determines and declares that this

resolution is the concurrent resolution on
the budget for fiscal year 2001 including the
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal years
2002 through 2010 as authorized by section 301
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years 2001 through 2010:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $1,509,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,563,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,617,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,677,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,745,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,814,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,885,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,970,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $2,058,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: $2,156,500,000,000.
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate

levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: ¥$4,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$7,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$12,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$15,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$19,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$28,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$37,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$39,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$48,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: ¥$51,800,000,000.
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $1,544,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,583,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,634,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,691,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,758,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,802,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,864,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,939,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $2,014,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: $2,095,700,000,000.
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-

priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $1,498,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,558,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,610,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,669,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,738,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,777,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,836,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,915,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,990,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: $2,073,000,000,000.
(4) SURPLUSES.—For purposes of the en-

forcement of this resolution, the amounts of
the surpluses are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $11,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $5,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $7,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $8,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $7,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $36,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $48,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $54,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $67,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: $83,500,000,000.
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of

the public debt are as follows:
Fiscal year 2001: $5,724,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $5,810,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $5,899,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $5,982,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $6,064,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $6,124,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $6,171,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $6,209,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $6,233,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: $6,241,900,000,000.
(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-

priate levels of the debt held by the public
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $3,305,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $3,123,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $2,933,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $2,727,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $2,505,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $2,238,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,944,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,629,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,287,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: $917,500,000,000.

SEC. 3. SOCIAL SECURITY.
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under section
311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the amounts of revenues of the Federal Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and
the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $501,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $524,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $547,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $569,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $597,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $622,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $649,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $676,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $706,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: $737,800,000,000.
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under section
311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the amounts of outlays of the Federal Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and
the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2001: $413,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $431,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $451,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $473,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $496,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $520,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $546,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $575,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $607,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010: $642,400,000,000.
(c) SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATIVE EX-

PENSES.—For purposes of Senate enforce-
ment under section 311 of the Congressional
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Budget Act of 1974, the amounts of new budg-
et authority and budget outlays of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Fund for administrative expenses are
as follows:

Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $3,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $3,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $3,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $3,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $3,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $3,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $3,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $4,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $4,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $4,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,200,000,000.

SEC. 4. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.
Congress determines and declares that the

appropriate levels of new budget authority,
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations,
and new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments for fiscal years 2001 through 2010 for
each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $305,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $293,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $309,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $302,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $315,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $309,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $323,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $317,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $331,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $327,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $340,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $332,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $349,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $338,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $358,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $351,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $367,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $361,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $377,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $371,000,000,000.
(2) International Affairs (150):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $21,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $22,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $23,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,900,000,000.

Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $23,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $23,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $24,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $24,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $24,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $25,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,600,000,000.
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology

(250):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $19,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $20,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $20,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $20,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $21,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $21,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $22,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $22,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $23,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,800,000,000.
(4) Energy (270):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $1,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $1,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $1,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $1,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $1,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $1,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $0.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $1,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $1,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $1,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $400,000,000.
(5) Natural Resources and Environment

(300):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $25,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $25,800,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $26,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $26,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $26,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $27,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $27,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $27,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $28,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $27,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $29,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $28,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $30,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $29,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $31,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,300,000,000.
(6) Agriculture (350):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $23,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $18,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $17,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $16,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $12,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $12,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,600,000,000.
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $6,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $5,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $9,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $12,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $12,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $12,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,000,000,000.
(8) Transportation (400):
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Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $59,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $51,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $57,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $52,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $59,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $54,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $56,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $54,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $56,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $55,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $57,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $56,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $57,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $57,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $58,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $58,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $58,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $60,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $59,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $61,400,000,000.
(9) Community and Regional Development

(450):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $11,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $11,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $11,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $11,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,400,000,000.
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and

Social Services (500):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $77,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $69,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $77,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $75,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $78,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $77,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $79,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $78,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $81,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $80,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $84,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $82,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $86,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $84,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $89,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $87,000,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $91,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $89,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $94,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $92,100,000,000.
(11) Health (550):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $170,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $165,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $178,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $177,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $190,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $190,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $204,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $204,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $221,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $220,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $238,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $236,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $257,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $254,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $276,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $274,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $298,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $296,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $321,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $320,300,000,000.
(12) Medicare (570):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $217,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $217,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $224,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $224,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $249,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $248,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $267,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $267,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $294,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $294,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $304,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $304,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $333,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $333,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $358,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $357,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $386,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $385,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $415,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $415,900,000,000.
(13) Income Security (600):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $255,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $255,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $265,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $266,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $275,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $277,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $286,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $287,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $299,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $300,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $307,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $308,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:

(A) New budget authority, $314,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $315,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $328,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $329,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $339,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $339,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $350,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $350,800,000,000.
(14) Social Security (650):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $9,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $12,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $14,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $16,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $19,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,200,000,000.
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $41,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $47,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $48,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $48,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $50,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $50,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $51,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $51,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $54,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $54,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $54,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $53,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $53,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $52,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $56,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $56,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $58,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $57,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $59,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $59,000,000,000.
(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $29,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $28,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $29,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $29,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $30,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $31,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $30,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $31,700,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $31,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $32,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $32,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $33,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $33,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $34,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $33,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $35,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $34,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $35,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $35,500,000,000.
(17) General Government (800):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $14,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $15,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $16,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $16,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,000,000,000.
(18) Net Interest (900):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $289,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $289,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $290,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $290,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $287,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $287,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $282,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $282,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $278,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $278,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $274,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $274,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $270,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $270,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $266,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $266,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $262,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $262,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $257,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $257,500,000,000.
(19) Allowances (920):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$4,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $10,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $4,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,200,000,000.

Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $4,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $6,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $7,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $7,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $8,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, $9,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,000,000,000.
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$39,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$39,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$41,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$41,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$40,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$40,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$38,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$38,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$39,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$39,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$40,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$40,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$41,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$41,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$42,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$42,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$43,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$43,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2010:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$44,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$44,800,000,000.

SEC. 5. RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE.
Not later than May 26, 2000, the Committee

on Finance shall report to the Senate a rec-
onciliation bill proposing changes in laws
within its jurisdiction—

(1) to reduce revenues by not more than
$4,900,000,000 in fiscal year 2001, $58,900,000,000
for the period of fiscal years 2001 through
2005, and $265,000,000,000 for the period of fis-
cal years 2001 through 2010; and

(2) that provide direct spending to increase
outlays by not more than $1,300,000,000 in fis-
cal year 2001, $40,000,000,000 for the period of
fiscal years 2001 through 2005, and
$154,800,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2001 through 2010.
SEC. 6. RESERVE FUND FOR PRESCRIPTION

DRUG COVERAGE.
(a) ADJUSTMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the Committee

on Finance of the Senate reports a bill pur-
suant to section 5(b), or an amendment
thereto is offered, or a conference report
thereon is submitted, that includes legisla-
tion amending title XVII of the Social Secu-
rity Act that provides a prescription drug
benefit for Medicare beneficiaries that com-
plies with paragraph (2), the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget shall increase the
allocation of budget authority and outlays
to that committee by the amount of budget
authority (and the outlays resulting there-
from) provided by that legislation for such
purpose in accordance with subsection (b).

(2) CONDITION.—Legislation complies with
this paragraph if it provides a prescription

drug benefit under title XVII of the Social
Security Act that is—

(A) voluntary;
(B) accessible to all beneficiaries;
(C) designed to assist seniors with the high

cost of prescription drugs, protect them from
excessive out-of-pocket costs, and give them
bargaining power in the marketplace;

(D) affordable to all beneficiaries and the
programs;

(E) administered using private sector enti-
ties and competitive purchasing techniques;
and

(F) consistent with broader Medicare re-
form.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The adjustments to the
allocations required by subsection (a) shall
not exceed $1,300,000,000 in budget authority
(and outlays therefrom) for fiscal year 2001;
$40,000,000,000 in budget authority (and the
outlays resulting therefrom) for the period of
fiscal years 2001 through 2005, and
$154,800,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2001 through 2010.
SEC. 7. LOCKBOX FOR DEBT REDUCTION, MEDI-

CARE, AND SOCIAL SECURITY.
(a) DEFINITION.—The term ‘‘Debt Reduction

and Medicare Surplus Reserve’’ means—
(1) for fiscal year 2001, $13,000,000,000;
(2) for fiscal year 2002, $7,600,000,000;
(3) for fiscal year 2003, $16,100,000,000;
(4) for fiscal year 2004, $20,200,000,000;
(5) for fiscal year 2005, $22,600,000,000;
(6) for fiscal year 2006, $54,500,000,000;
(7) for fiscal year 2007, $69,200,000,000;
(8) for fiscal year 2008, $77,500,000,000;
(9) for fiscal year 2009, $99,300,000,000; and
(10) for fiscal year 2010, $112,000,000,000.
(b) BUDGET RESOLUTION POINT OF ORDER.—

It shall not be in order in the Senate to con-
sider any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et (or amendment, motion, or conference re-
port on the resolution) that would decrease
the on-budget surplus in any year covered by
this resolution below the level of the Debt
Reduction and Medicare Surplus Reserve for
that year.

(c) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION POINT OF
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider any bill, joint resolution,
amendment, motion, or conference report
that together with associated interest costs
would decrease the on-budget surplus in any
year covered by this resolution below the
level of the Debt Reduction and Medicare
Surplus Reserve for that year.

(d) SOCIAL SECURITY OFF-BUDGET POINT OF
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider a concurrent resolution on
the budget (or any amendment thereto or
conference report thereon) or any bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that would violate section
13301 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1990.

(e) REINFORCEMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
POINTS OF ORDER.—It shall not be in order in
the Senate to consider a concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget (or any amendment there-
to or conference report thereon) or any bill,
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that would—

(1) decrease Social Security surpluses in
any year covered by this resolution below
the levels established in this resolution; or

(2) amend section 301(i) or 311(a)(3) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 to allow
Social Security surpluses to be decreased
below the levels established in this resolu-
tion.

(f) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.—
The points of order established in this sec-
tion may be waived or suspended in the Sen-
ate only by an affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the members, duly chosen and
sworn. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of
the Members of the Senate, duly chosen and
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sworn, shall be required in the Senate to sus-
tain an appeal of the ruling of the Chair on
a point of order raised under this section.

(g) SENATE PAY-AS-YOU-GO RULE EX-
TENDED THROUGH 2010.—Section 207(g) of H.
Con. Res. 68 (the Concurrent Resolution on
the Budget for fiscal year 2000) is amended
by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2010’’.
SEC. 8. RESERVE FUND FOR PRIORITY INVEST-

MENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, aggre-

gates, functional totals, allocations, and
other appropriate budgetary levels and lim-
its may be revised in an amount up to
$9,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
$39,500,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2001 through 2005, and $80,400,000,000 for the
period of fiscal years 2001 through 2010 for
legislation to—

(1) expand access to health care for the un-
insured;

(2) provide nutritional assistance and other
benefits to legal immigrants;

(3) strengthen the farm safety net and suf-
ficiently support farm families when agricul-
tural commodity prices fall, through emer-
gency income assistance, reformed farm poli-
cies, targeted assistance to segments of farm
and rural communities, and other available
options; and

(4) increase funding for social service block
grants.

(b) LIMITATION.—The allocation of budget
authority and outlays may be revised pursu-
ant to subsection (a) only provided that the
enactment of the legislation described in
subsection (a) will not decrease the on-budg-
et surplus below the levels specified in the
Debt Reduction and Medicare Surplus Re-
serve. Such revised allocations, functional
totals, and aggregates shall be considered for
the purposes of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 as allocations, functional levels,
and aggregates contained in this resolution.
SEC. 9. POINT OF ORDER TO ENFORCE 10-YEAR

BUDGETING REQUIREMENT.
It shall not be in order in the Senate to

consider any concurrent resolution on the
budget (or any amendment thereto or con-
ference report thereon) for any fiscal year
unless it sets forth all appropriate budgetary
levels pursuant to section 301 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 for the fiscal year
beginning on October 1 of such year and for
each of the ensuing 9 fiscal years.
SEC. 10. RESERVE FUND FOR MILITARY RETIREE

HEALTH CARE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, aggre-

gates, allocations, functional totals, and
other budgetary levels and limits may be re-
vised for legislation to fund improvements to
health care programs for military retirees
and their dependents in order to fulfill the
promises made to them, provided that the
enactment of that legislation will not de-
crease the on-budget surplus in this resolu-
tion for—

(1) fiscal year 2001;
(2) the period of fiscal years 2001 through

2005; or
(3) the period of fiscal years 2006 through

2010.
(b) BUDGETARY ENFORCEMENT.—Alloca-

tions, functional totals, aggregates, and
other budgetary levels and limits revised
pursuant to subsection (a) shall be consid-
ered for the purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 as allocations, functional
totals, aggregates, and budgetary levels con-
tained in this resolution.
SEC. 11. LANDS LEGACY RESERVE FUND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, aggre-
gates, allocations, functional totals, and
other budgetary levels and limits may be re-
vised for legislation to expand environ-
mental protection of critical lands across
America, help States and communities pre-

serve local lands and habitat, and strengthen
protections for our oceans and coasts, pro-
vided that the enactment of that legislation
will not decrease the on-budget surplus in
this resolution for —

(1) fiscal year 2001;
(2) the period of fiscal years 2001 through

2005; or
(3) the period of fiscal years 2006 through

2010.
(b) REVISED LEVELS.—Allocations, func-

tional totals, aggregates, and other budg-
etary levels and limits revised pursuant to
subsection (a) shall be considered for the
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 as allocations, functional totals, aggre-
gates, and budgetary levels contained in this
resolution.
SEC. 12. RESERVE FUND FOR COUNTY PAY-

MENTS.
(a) ADJUSTMENT.—In the Senate, if legisla-

tion is reported by the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources that provides pay-
ments from National Forest System lands
managed by the Forest Service or the Bu-
reau of Land Management for use by coun-
ties, the Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget may revise committee allocations,
aggregates, functional totals, and other
budgetary levels and limits in this resolu-
tion, if such legislation will not decrease the
on-budget surplus in this resolution for—

(1) fiscal year 2001;
(2) the period of fiscal years 2001 through

2005; or
(3) the period of fiscal years 2006 through

2010.
(b) BUDGETARY ENFORCEMENT.—The revised

allocations, aggregates, functional totals,
and other budgetary levels and limits made
under this section shall be considered for the
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 as the levels contained in this resolu-
tion.
SEC. 13. RESERVE FUND FOR AGRICULTURE FOR

FISCAL YEAR 2000.
(a) ADJUSTMENT.—If the Committee on Ag-

riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the
Senate reports a bill on or before June 29,
2000, or an amendment thereto is offered, or
a conference report thereon is submitted
that strengthens the farm safety net and suf-
ficiently supports farm families when agri-
cultural commodity prices fall, through
emergency income assistance, reformed farm
policies, targeted assistance to segments of
farm and rural communities, and other
available options, the appropriate chairman
of the Budget Committee may increase the
allocation of budget authority and outlays
to that committee by the amount of budget
authority (and the outlays resulting there-
from) provided by that legislation for such
purpose in accordance with subsection (b).

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The adjustments to the
allocations required by subsection (a) shall
not exceed $6,000,000,000 in budget authority
and outlays for fiscal year 2000.
SEC. 14. RESERVE FUND FOR AGRICULTURE FOR

FISCAL YEAR 2001.
(a) ADJUSTMENT.—If the Committee on Ag-

riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the
Senate reports a bill, or an amendment
thereto is offered, or a conference report
thereon is submitted that strengthens the
farm safety net and sufficiently supports
farm families when agricultural commodity
prices fall, through reformed farm policies,
targeted assistance to segments of farm and
rural communities, and other available op-
tions, the appropriate chairman of the Budg-
et Committee may increase the allocation of
budget authority and outlays to that com-
mittee by the amount of budget authority
(and the outlays resulting therefrom) pro-
vided by that legislation for such purpose in
accordance with subsection (b).

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The adjustments to the
allocations required by subsection (a) shall
not exceed $5,000,000,000 in budget authority
and outlays for fiscal year 2001.
SEC. 15. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON COLLEGE AF-

FORDABILITY.
It is the sense of the Senate that Congress

should enact legislation to make college
more affordable for low- and middle-income
families by permitting the tax deductibility
of college tuition and by extending the eligi-
bility period for the tax deductibility of stu-
dent loan interest payments.

FITZGERALD AMENDMENT NO. 2958

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FITZGERALD submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follow:

At the end of title III, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE ESTAB-

LISHMENT OF A NATIONAL BIPAR-
TISAN COMMISSION ON TRUST
FUNDS IN THE FEDERAL DEBT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the Presidential Commission on Budget

Concepts of 1967 recommended that all fed-
eral trust funds, including Social Security,
be included in budget totals to report a uni-
fied budget;

(2) the Federal government maintains
more than 150 trust funds;

(3) surpluses from each trust fund are pri-
marily used to purchase special nonnego-
tiable, nonmarketable Treasury securities;

(4) every one of these nonnegotiable, non-
marketable Treasury securities purchased by
a trust fund increases the Gross Federal
Debt;

(5) according to the Administration, one
component of Gross Federal Debt—debt held
by the public—will fall to zero by 2013, while
the other component of the national debt—
money borrowed from over 150 federal gov-
ernment trust funds and special funds, in-
cluding Social Security and Medicare—will
triple by 2013;

(6) the statutory debt limit, currently
$5,950,000,000,000, applies to most obligations
whose principal and interest are guaranteed
by the United States government, including
both debt held by the public and debt held by
the trust funds and other government ac-
counts;

(7) the current definitions of a trust fund
and a federal fund are ambiguous;

(8) for the past 2 years, the United States
has enjoyed consecutive budget surpluses,
when the Social Security and other trust
funds are included—for the first time since
1956–1957;

(9) in 1999, the United States enjoyed its
first budget surplus, excluding the Social Se-
curity trust funds, since 1960;

(10) nevertheless, federal debt held by gov-
ernment accounts, including trust funds, will
increase by $237,318,000,000 in fiscal year 2000,
according to the Office of Management and
Budget;

(11) the Gross Federal Debt, which includes
debt held by government accounts and debt
held by the public, will increase by
$80,251,000,000 in fiscal year 2000, according to
the Office of Management and Budget;

(12) as of February 29, 2000, the total na-
tional debt was $5,735,333,000,000, and is pro-
jected to reach a record breaking
$6,300,000,000,000 in 2010, according to the
Congressional Budget Office; and

(13) many of the most basic federal budget
concepts were designed for deficit reduction,
and are therefore outdated, outmoded, and in
clear need of review in light of actual and
projected budget surpluses.
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(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense

of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that the Congress will establish
a National Bipartisan Commission on Trust
Funds in the Federal Budget which shall—

(1) catalog all existing trust fund accounts;
(2) review and analyze, with respect to the

federal budget and the public debt, the long-
term financial impact of including each
trust fund in on-budget figures;

(3) identify problems that threaten the fi-
nancial integrity of trust funds;

(4) make recommendations for the criteria
for ‘‘trust fund’’ categorization, and evaluate
each existing trust fund using those criteria;

(5) determine if cash balance accounting is
appropriate for trust funds, and if accrual ac-
counting would provide a clearer financial
picture of the trust funds;

(6) determine the appropriate relationship
between the federal trust funds and the na-
tional debt; and

(7) determine the role of the trust funds in
the federal budget.

FITZGERALD (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2959

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FITZGERALD (for himself, Mrs.

LINCOLN, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. BRYAN,
Mr. HELMS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
KOHL, and Mr. JEFFORDS) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE RESPECTING THE

PROPER TESTING AND USE OF
CHILD SAFETY SEATS.

(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it
is essential to ensure that children aged 12
and under are adequately protected against
injuries and fatalities in motor vehicle
crashes.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that—

(1) the Congress should enact legislation
that requires the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration to update and im-
prove the nation’s child passenger safety
standards, particularly with respect to com-
pliance testing of child restraints;

(2) additional resources within the budget
of the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration should be identified to enable
the agency to conduct biomechanics research
that could lead to improved testing and
methodologies for assessing the adequacy of
child restraints; and

(3) the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration should strengthen its pro-
gram of educating parents about the impor-
tance of properly using age- and size-appro-
priate child safety seats.

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO.
2960

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. LAUTENBERG submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

At the end of title II, insert the following:
SEC. . TEN-YEAR BUDGETING.

It shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any concurrent resolution on the
budget (or any amendment thereto or con-
ference report thereon) for any fiscal year
unless it sets forth all appropriate budgetary
levels pursuant to section 301 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 for the fiscal year

beginning on October 1 of such year and for
each of the ensuring 9 fiscal years.

FITZGERALD (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2961

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. FITZGERALD (for himself, Mr.

ASHCROFT, Mr. CRAIG, and Mr. GRAMS)
submitted an amendment intended to
be proposed by them to the concurrent
resolution, S. Con. Res. 101, supra; as
follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following:
SEC. . PROTECT THE SOCIAL SECURITY TRUST

FUNDS.
It is the sense of the Senate that the levels

in this resolution assume that the Congress
shall pass legislation which provides for se-
questration to reduce federal spending by the
amount necessary to ensure that, in any fis-
cal year, the Social Security surpluses are
used only for the payment of Social Security
benefits, retirement security, social security
reform, or to reduce the Federal debt held by
the public.

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2962

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. LAU-

TENBERG, and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by them to the concurrent
resolution, S. Con. Res. 101, supra; as
follows:

On page 4, line 4, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$3,100,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$4,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$3,100,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$4,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$3,100,000,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$4,600,000,000.

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$3,100,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$4,600,000,000.

On page 19, line 7, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, decrease the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 19, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 19, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 19, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 19, line 16, increase the amount by
$2,300,000,000.

On page 19, line 19, increase the amount by
$3,100,000,000.

On page 19, line 20, increase the amount by
$3,100,000,000.

On page 19, line 23, increase the amount by
$4,600,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by
$4,600,000,000.

On page 29, line 3, increase the amount by
$100,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$11,200,000,000.

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2963

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr.

FRIST, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. BINGAMAN,
and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them to the concurrent resolution, S.
Con. Res. 101, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

(a) FINDINGS.—
The Senate finds that:
(1) Federally-funded research and develop-

ment and science and technology programs
have led to innovations that have dramati-
cally improved the quality of life for all
Americans.

(2) The Federal investment in research and
development conducted or underwritten by
both military and civilian agencies has pro-
duced benefits that have been felt in both
the private and public sector.

(3) The National Science Foundation is the
largest supporter of non-medical basic re-
search in the Federal Government.

(4) In 1990, the Department of Defense sup-
ported 44% of all university-based engineer-
ing research, by 1999 such support is esti-
mated to have declined by 43%.

(5) The Department of Energy leads the
federal government in supporting research in
the physical sciences.

(6) Technical innovation is the principal
driving force behind the long-term economic
growth and increased standards of living of
the world’s modern industrial societies.
Other nations are well aware of the pivotal
role of science, engineering, and technology,
and they are seeking to exploit it wherever
possible to advance their own global com-
petitiveness.

(7) Discoveries across the spectrum of sci-
entific inquiry have the potential to raise
the standard of living and the quality of life
for all Americans, and as such federal invest-
ments in research and technology should be
balanced across all disciplines, including but
not limited to the physical sciences and en-
gineering, life sciences, biomedical research,
and information technology.

(8) The Senate has in past legislation ex-
pressed its commitment to continued invest-
ments to both civilian and defense science
and technology, namely in the Federal Re-
search Investment Act of 1999 and the Strom
Thurmond National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 1999.

(9) A continued trend of funding appropria-
tions equal to or lower than current budg-
etary levels will lead to permanent damage
to the United States research infrastructure,
high technology economy, and national secu-
rity.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—
It is the Sense of the Senate that:
(1) Total federal investment in civilian re-

search be at a minimum consistent with the
levels called for in the FY01 Administration
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Budget Request, as this investment mani-
fests the Senate’s belief that the Federal
government should have a robust program of
research across all disciplines of scientific
endeavor.

(2). For fiscal years 2001–2008, the science
and technology (6.1, 6.2 and 6.3) accounts for
the Department of Defense, including all of
the Armed Services, in Function 050 (Na-
tional Defense), shall increase annually and
at a minimum achieve the levels called for in
Section 214 of the Strom Thurmond National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
1999.

(3) Congressional authorizers and appropri-
ators should continue their efforts to sup-
port merit-based and peer-reviewed R&D pro-
grams as a priority in the federal science in-
vestment portfolio.

REED (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2964

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. DASCHLE,

Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. DURBIN,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. BOXER,
Mr. ROBB, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
BYRD, Mr. KERRY, Mr. REID, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
WYDEN, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mr. L.
CHAFEE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the
concurrent resolution, (S. Con. Res.
101), supra; as follows:

At the end of title III, insert the following:
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

THE NEED TO REDUCE GUN VIO-
LENCE IN AMERICA.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) On average, 12 children die from gun
fire everyday in America.

(2) On May 20, 1999, the Senate passed the
Violent and Repeat Offender Accountability
and Rehabilitation Act, by a vote of 73 to 25,
in part, to stem gun-related violence in the
United States.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the levels in function 750
of this resolution assume that Congress
should—

(1) pass the conference report to accom-
pany H.R. 1501, the Violent and Repeat Juve-
nile Offender Accountability and Rehabilita-
tion Act, including Senate-passed provisions,
with the purpose of limiting access to fire-
arms by juveniles, convicted felons, and
other persons prohibited by law from pur-
chasing or possessing firearms; and

(2) consider H.R. 1501 not later than April
20, 2000.

ROBB (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT
NO. 2965

Mr. ROBB (for himself, Mr. HARKIN,
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. DORGAN, Mr.
KENNEDY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. KERRY,
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr.
GRAHAM) proposed an amendment to
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res.
101, supra; as follows:

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$521,300,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,011,200,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,223,400,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,361,200,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$521,300,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,011,200,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,223,400,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,361,200,000.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,322,100,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,344,600,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,367,400,000.

On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,390,700,000.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$521,300,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,011,200,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$1,223,400,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,361,200,000.

On page 18, line 7, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by
$78,000,000.

On page 18, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,322,100,000.

On page 18, line 12, increase the amount by
$521,300,000.

On page 18, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,344,600,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,011,200,000.

On page 18, line 19, increase the amount by
$1,367,400,000.

On page 18, line 20, increase the amount by
$1,223,400,000.

On page 18, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,390,700,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,361,200,000.

On page 29, line 3, decrease the amount by
$97,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, decrease the amount by
$5,938,100,000.

On page 29, after line 5, insert the fol-
lowing:

‘‘Not later than September 29, 2000, the
Senate Committee on Finance shall report to
the Senate a reconciliation bill proposing
changes in laws within its jurisdiction nec-
essary to reduce revenues by not more than
$19,000,000 in fiscal year 2001 and $1,743,000,000
for the period of fiscal years 2001 through
2005.’’

f

NOTICE OF HEARINGS

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND
FORESTRY

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I would
like to announce that the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry will meet on April 6, 2000 in
SR–328A at 9:30 a.m. The purpose of
this meeting will be to discuss inter-
state shipment of state inspected meat.

f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, April 5, for purposes of conducting
a Full Committee business meeting
which is scheduled to begin at 9:30 a.m.
The purpose of this business meeting is
to consider pending calendar business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, April 5, immediately following the
business meeting for a hearing. The
committee will examine the energy po-
tential of the 1002 area of the Arctic
Coastal Plain; the role this energy
could play in national security; the
role this energy could play is reducing
U.S. dependence on imported oil; and
the legislative provisions of S. 2214, the
Arctic Coastal Plain Domestic Energy
Security Act of 2000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, April 5, 2000, for hear-
ings on Medicaid in the Schools: A Pat-
tern of Improper Payments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, April 5, 2000 at
9:30 a.m. and 2 p.m. to hold two hear-
ings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous that the Committee on In-
dian Affairs be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, April 5, 2000 at 9:30 a.m. to
markup the nomination of Thomas N.
Slonaker, to be Special Trustee for
American Indians within the Depart-
ment of the Interior, and to conduct a
hearing on S. 612, ‘‘the Indian Needs
Assessment and Program Evaluation
Act of 1999.’’ The hearing will be held
in the Committee room, 485 Russell
Senate Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administraton be
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on Wednesday, April 5,
2000, at 9:30 a.m., to receive testimony
on political parties in America.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT

AND THE COURTS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Administrative Over-
sight and the Courts be authorized to
meet to conduct a hearing on Wednes-
day, April 5, 2000 at 9:30 a.m., in SH216.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent Dave Carney, a
member of Senator ABRAHAM’s staff, be
allowed access to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Caroline
Chang, a Fellow working in my office,
be permitted floor privileges during the
pendency of S. Con. Res. 101.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Gabriel Lam of my
staff be accorded the privilege of the
floor for today only.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that John Stoody, a
detailee to the Committee on Small
Business staff, be granted the privilege
of the floor during pendency of S. Con.
Res. 101.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that David Cross, a
Fellow in my office, be afforded privi-
lege on the floor during debate on
Amendment No. 2955 and also during
the vote, whenever it should occur.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, APRIL 6,
2000

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday, April 6. I further ask con-
sent that on Thursday, immediately
following the prayer, the Journal of
the proceedings be approved to date,
the morning hour be deemed to have
expired, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then resume consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 101, the budget
resolution, with 81⁄2 hours of debate re-
maining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PROGRAM

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will continue consideration of
the budget resolution at 9:30 a.m. to-
morrow. The first votes are scheduled

to occur at 10:30. In addition, the so-
called vote-arama should begin at some
point tomorrow by late afternoon or
early evening. Therefore, Senators
should adjust their schedules accord-
ingly.
f

CONGRATULATING THE U-CONN
WOMEN’S BASKETBALL TEAM
FOR THEIR NCAA CHAMPIONSHIP

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, on
behalf of the leader, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
immediate consideration of S. Res. 282,
introduced earlier today by Senators
DODD and LIEBERMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 282) congratulating
the Huskies of the University of Connecticut
for winning the 2000 women’s basketball
championship.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution and preamble be agreed upon en
bloc, the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and any statements re-
lating thereto be printed in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 282) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,

reads as follows:
S. RES. 282

Whereas the University of Connecticut
women’s basketball team won its second na-
tional championship in 5 years by defeating
the University of Tennessee by the score of
71–52;

Whereas the University of Connecticut
Huskies entered the 2000 NCAA Tournament
with a perfect 15–0 record in the Big East
Conference and with just one loss during the
regular season;

Whereas National Coach of the Year Geno
Auriemma’s team began the season ranked
number one in the Nation and will finish the
season ranked number one in the Nation;

Whereas the University of Connecticut
Women Huskies brought the State of Con-
necticut its second straight NCAA Basket-
ball Title, following the 1999 championship of
the University of Connecticut Men’s team;

Whereas both Shea Ralph and Svetlana
Abrosimova were chosen consensus All-
Americans; Ralph was selected the NCAA
tournament’s Most Outstanding Player;
Kelly Schumacher set a championship-game
record for blocked shots with 9; and Ralph,
Abrosimova, Sue Bird, and Asjha Jones were
named to the All-Tournament team;

Whereas the Huskies dominated March
Madness, averaging 91.3 points and a 19-point
margin of victory in the tournament;

Whereas University of Connecticut’s 19-
point win over Tennessee, the other power-
house of women’s collegiate basketball, was
the second largest margin of victory ever in
a championship game;

Whereas the high caliber of the University
of Connecticut Women Huskies in both ath-
letics and academics has again advanced the
sport of women’s basketball and provided in-

spiration for future generations of young fe-
male athletes; and

Whereas the Huskies’ season of accom-
plishment rallied Connecticut residents of
all ages, from Stamford to Storrs, from Nor-
walk to Norwich, behind a common purpose
and inspired a wave of euphoria across the
State: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate commends the
Huskies of the University of Connecticut for
completing the 1999–2000 season with a 36–1
record and winning the 2000 NCAA Women’s
Basketball Championship.

f

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order
following the Durbin statement and
amendment introduction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

FISCAL YEAR 2001 BUDGET—
Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 2953

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2953.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
FEDERAL REVENUE TOTALS

On page 4, line 3, decrease the amount by
$0.

On page 4, line 4, decrease the amount by
$4,843,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, decrease the amount by
$35,146,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, decrease the amount by
$65,248,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, decrease the amount by
$99,450,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, decrease the amount by
$128,552,000,000.
FEDERAL REVENUE CHANGES

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$4,843,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$35,146,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$65,248,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$99,450,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by
$128,552,000,000.
NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by
$136,000,000.

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by
$1,280,000,000.

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by
$4,186,000,000.

On page 4, line 25, increase the amount by
$8,785,000,000.
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On page 5, line 1, increase the amount by

$15,334,000,000.
BUDGET OUTLAYS

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 5, line 7, increase the amount by
$136,000,000.

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,280,000,000.

On page 5, line 9, increase the amount by
$4,186,000,000.

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by
$8,785,000,000.

On page 5, line 11, increase the amount by
$15,334,000,000.
NET INTEREST BUDGET AUTHORITY

On page 26, line 3, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 26, line 7, increase the amount by
$136,000,000.
FEDERAL REVENUE TOTALS

On page 26, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,280,000,000.

On page 26, line 15, increase the amount by
$4,186,000,000.

On page 26, line 19, increase the amount by
$8,785,000,000.

On page 26, line 23, increase the amount by
$15,334,000,000.
NET INTEREST OUTLAYS

On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 26, line 8, increase the amount by
$136,000,000.

On page 26, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,280,000,000.

On page 26, line 16, increase the amount by
$4,186,000,000.

On page 26, line 20, increase the amount by
$8,785,000,000.

On page 26, line 24, increase the amount by
$15,334,000,000.
PUBLIC DEBT

On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by
$4,979,000,000.

On page 5, line 24, increase the amount by
$36,426,000,000.

On page 5, line 25, increase the amount by
$69,434,000,000.

On page 6, line 1, increase the amount by
$108,235,000,000.

On page 6, line 2, increase the amount by
$143,886,000,000.
DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC

On page 6, line 5, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 6, line 6, increase the amount by
$4,979,000,000.

On page 6, line 7, increase the amount by
$36,426,000,000.

On page 6, line 8, increase the amount by
$69,434,000,000.

On page 6, line 9, increase the amount by
$108,235,000,000.

On page 6, line 10, increase the amount by
$143,886,000,000.
TAX CUT

On page 29, line 3, increase the amount by
$4,843,000,000.

On page 29, line 4, increase the amount by
$333,239,000,000.
DEFICIT INCREASE

On page 5, line 14, increase the amount by
$0.

On page 5, line 15, increase the amount by
$4,979,000,000.

On page 5, line 16, increase the amount by
$36,426,000,000.

On page 5, line 17, increase the amount by
$89,434,000,000.

On page 5, line 18, increase the amount by
$108,235,000,000.

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by
$143,886,000,000.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the hour
is late and I have a special sensitivity
to the fact that many of the staff peo-
ple have been here for a long time, and
I know we will return to this amend-
ment and debate first thing in the
morning. I will make my remarks mer-
cifully brief and just alert the Members
of the Senate and those who follow this
debate of the nature of the amendment
I am offering.

I think this amendment goes to the
heart of politics, the best part of poli-
tics. It goes to a clash of ideas, a dif-
ference of opinion, a true choice for the
Members of the Senate and for the peo-
ple of the United States because the
amendment I offer has become the cor-
nerstone of the Presidential debate for
the year 2000.

The two candidates who are the like-
ly nominees of their party, George W.
Bush and Vice President AL GORE, have
one marked difference. Governor Bush
has proposed a substantial—some
would say massive and risky—tax cut.
Vice President GORE believes that, as
do many of the Members of the Senate
and the House, with this surplus we an-
ticipate in the coming years, our first
priority should be the reduction of the
national debt so that our children
don’t bear that burden, and that we
don’t have to generate in taxes every
day of every year the interest pay-
ments on old debt.

Furthermore, Vice President GORE
and many of us believe that we should
take our surplus and dedicate it to pre-
serving Social Security, making cer-
tain that Medicare will be there for
many years to come. He believes, as
many of us do, that we should have tar-
geted tax cuts well within our means,
consistent with our goal of reducing
the national debt, and that we should
then have specific spending priorities
for education and health care.

On the other side of the coin, there is
quite a different proposal. Governor
Bush has suggested perhaps the largest
tax cut that has been proposed in re-
cent memory. Every politician ap-
plauds a tax cut, and most of us like to
offer one. But certainly we don’t want
to do something that is unrealistic. I
suggest to my colleagues that the Bush
tax cut being offered in the Presi-
dential campaign is not only unreal-
istic; it is risky. And if we are not care-
ful, if we follow his campaign pledge
and his advice, we could jeopardize the
economic growth that we have seen
over the past 7 years.

Twice in the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, I allowed my colleagues—both
Republicans and Democrats—to go on
record in reference to the Bush tax cut.
I thought it was only fair that the Re-
publican members of the Senate Budg-
et Committee would have that oppor-
tunity to stand by their Presidential
candidate and the cornerstone of his
campaign, the Bush tax cut because,
you see, the Senate budget resolution
we are considering today, proposed by
Senate Republican leaders, doesn’t in-
clude Governor Bush’s tax cut.

I think this is a terrible oversight
and omission that the standard bearer
of the Republican Party would come
forward with a vision of America that
includes a tax cut, and for some reason
the Senate Republicans don’t want to
include it in their proposal for the
course of action in America for the
next 5 or 10 years.

So twice in the Senate Budget Com-
mittee I offered the Bush tax cut for an
up-or-down vote, take it or leave it,
stand by your man, the Republicans
with the Democrats, make it clear you
disagree.

I was disappointed to find that my
Republican colleagues in the Senate
Budget Committee did not want to go
on record when it came to the tax cut
proposed by the standard bearer of the
Republican Party, the possible Presi-
dential nominee, Governor George W.
Bush. I think there is good reason for
that. I will explain it in a minute.

But I said in the committee that if
the Senate Republicans in the Budget
Committee didn’t want to vote for
Bush’s tax cut in the committee, I
would feel duty bound to offer that
same opportunity to all of the Mem-
bers of the Senate here on the floor.
After all, as we debate important pol-
icy questions such as funding and edu-
cation and whether we are going to
drill in ANWR, these are policy ques-
tions on which we go on record. We es-
tablish our positions by our votes.

I am hoping by offering this amend-
ment that the Senate will go on record.
The Republican Members have their
chance with this amendment to stand
up for the tax cut proposed by their
Presidential candidate. I think they
should vote no. Above all, I hope they
don’t continue to duck this vote. They
cannot duck this vote any more than
Governor Bush can duck the responsi-
bility to explain his tax cut and what
it means to America.

Take a look at where we have been in
this Nation over the past 7 years and
the progress we have made. Record
budget deficits have been erased. We
have had the largest paydown of debt
in the history of the United States
with $297 billion in debt reduction. We
are on the right track. We have seen
the smallest Government in over three
decades while we have increased key
investments in education and in train-
ing for the people of this country. The
typical family has seen their tax bur-
den lowered to a level where you would
have to reach back to the 1970s to find
a comparison. Investment has boomed.

Take a look at the investment that is
mirrored by our stock exchanges and
our investments across America and
you will see that people have been put-
ting money into companies for growth.
It has paid off. Unemployment is the
lowest in decades, the welfare rolls the
lowest in decades, inflation under con-
trol, housing starts at record levels,
and business creation at record levels.

Frankly, everything you like to see
that is positive in our economy has
been moving forward under the Clin-
ton-Gore administration. Of course,
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they can’t take complete credit for
that, but they can take some credit for
it. They would certainly be blamed if
we were back in the recessions of pre-
vious Presidents.

We have to say as well that some
credit should go to the Federal Reserve
because they have tried to quell the
flames and forces of inflation, and they
have been very effective in doing so.
The Chairman of the Federal Reserve,
Alan Greenspan, deserves credit for his
leadership. I was happy recently to
vote to reconfirm him for another term
as Chairman of that important body.

But, on balance, most Americans be-
lieve we are headed in the right direc-
tion.

One American who apparently does
not believe that is the Republican can-
didate for President because George W.
Bush has proposed a dramatic change
and a drastic shift in America’s eco-
nomic policy. He said we should take
the surplus we see coming because of a
strong economy and dedicate it to a
massive and risky tax cut primarily for
the wealthiest people in America.

If you take a close look at what this
means, this chart shows our economy
moving forward as a great ocean liner
and a $168 billion proposed tax cut from
the Presidential candidate, George W.
Bush, that masks an iceberg of a tax
cut that is so large, it would exceed the
available surplus and force us to move
into the Social Security trust fund to
pay for it.

Our fear, and the fear of Chairman
Greenspan and many others, is that
such a tax cut at this moment in his-
tory would fire up an economy, create
inflation, force increases in interest
rates, and, frankly, doom the economic
expansion we have seen for over 108
months, a record in the history of the
United States.

Take a look at what the Bush tax cut
would cost over a 5-year period of time
based on research by the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities. It would
be a $483 billion tax cut, and over 10
years it would be a $1.3 trillion tax cut.

What would be the impact of a $1.3
trillion tax cut on the Social Security
surplus? As you can see, the non-Social
Security surplus is $171 billion. That is
what we can consider using for such
things as debt reduction, targeted tax
cuts, and expenditures on education.
But George W. Bush would take $483
billion out for his tax cut. You may
note that is far in excess of the amount
that is available outside of the non-So-
cial Security surplus.

The obvious conclusion is, to pay for
the George W. Bush tax cut, you would
have to raid Social Security. I find we
have decided on a bipartisan basis that
won’t happen, that we will protect the
Social Security trust fund.

That is why I believe the Republican
Members of the Senate, if they share
that belief, as I do, that Social Secu-
rity should be protected, should vote
against the George W. Bush tax cut.
My amendment gives them a chance to
go on record against this tax cut to

make it clear that they want to pro-
tect Social Security and avoid a raid
on the Social Security trust fund to
make up the $312 billion difference in
the first 5 years we would see if we fol-
lowed George W. Bush’s plan.

The obvious question is whether this
Bush tax cut is fair and whether it
would help American families. As I said
earlier, all of us would like to see tax
cuts. We would certainly like to go
back to families in Illinois and across
America and say to them, We can give
you a break to help pay for your bills.
Most of them would welcome it. But if
you take a close look at the proposal
from George W. Bush for his tax cut,
you will see that most working fami-
lies and middle-income families in
America won’t even notice a change.

If you notice, the bottom 60 percent
of wage earners in America, those mak-
ing below $39,300 a year, will see an av-
erage tax cut of about $249 a year, a lit-
tle over $20 a month. That comes down
to 75 cents a day they might see by way
of George W. Bush’s tax cut—60 percent
of American families. But in the top 1
percent, the people who are making
over $300,000 a year already, the George
W. Bush tax cut is worth over $50,000 a
year. Not only does this tax cut raid
Social Security but the beneficiaries of
it turn out to be wealthiest people in
this country. Frankly, that isn’t fair.

If we are going to jeopardize our eco-
nomic growth, if we are going to in
some way avoid the debt reduction,
which most economists agree is impor-
tant for the growth of America, you
would think a tax cut on the table
would at least benefit most American
families. Honestly, it doesn’t or, if it
does, it is so small, they wouldn’t no-
tice it. Twenty dollars a month? That
is what 60 percent of the working fami-
lies of America would see. As I men-
tioned earlier, it would be at great ex-
pense and peril to the Social Security
trust fund and others.

As I offer this amendment, I am hop-
ing we can have a bipartisan consensus
to tell Governor George Bush to go
back to the drawing board, to come for-
ward with a proposal, if you will, that
is consistent with continuing the eco-
nomic growth in this country and that
in fact identifies as the highest pri-
ority the reduction of our national
debt and doesn’t jeopardize Social Se-
curity. Frankly, his tax cut does. That
is why I think this Senate should go on
record in opposition to it on a bipar-
tisan basis.

There is a lot of criticism of current
political campaigns across America:
They are too long; they are too nasty;
they are too negative. And virtually all
of those criticisms are true. But if our
political campaigns in this democracy
are of any value, they are because we
have a true clash of ideas, a difference
of opinions, and a real choice for vot-
ers.

When it comes to the George W. Bush
tax cut, there couldn’t be a clearer
choice.

I hope my colleagues in the Senate
will accept their responsibility, step

up, and say whether they endorse the
proposal of the Presidential candidate
on the Republican side for this tax cut
or whether they believe, as Chairman
Greenspan does, Vice President GORE,
and most American people do, that it is
an unwise course of action.

I understand, as most people do, that
there are a lot of differences of opinion
in the course of a campaign. But Gov-
ernor Bush has been very specific in
spelling out his tax cut. In order to
achieve his tax cut, you not only have
to raid Social Security, but when you
go in the outyears beyond 5 years, to
achieve it you have to cut dramatically
in spending on very important pro-
grams for America.

If that is something which the Re-
publican side of the aisle wants to em-
brace, so be it. I, frankly, think it is
shortsighted to take over $3.7 million
low-income women and children off the
WIC Program, a nutrition program for
children and pregnant women so their
babies are born healthy and get off to
a good start.

If you follow through on the George
W. Bush tax plan, you see massive
spending cuts in key programs such as
WIC. There is a $4.8 billion cutback in
the Pell Grant Program, meaning
784,000 college students who receive
grants—not loans, because they are low
income—would see those disappear.

Mr. President, 400,000 kids, $2.9 bil-
lion cuts in Head Start—does it make
sense to offer a tax cut of $50,000 a year
to some of the wealthiest people in
America and at the same time cut back
and eliminate 400,000 kids from the
Head Start Program?

The community development block
grant programs and so many other job
training assistance and support pro-
grams would be decimated by the pro-
posal of the Presidential candidate on
the Republican side, Governor Bush.

I believe if we are to stand on the
record for this Bush tax cut plan, we
have to answer to the voters in Illinois
and across the Nation why we are pre-
pared to threaten the future of Social
Security and Medicare; why would we
make deep cuts in Medicare spending;
why would we fail to invest in debt re-
duction and help these important pro-
grams to provide the largest tax cuts
in history to the richest people in our
Nation.

Eliminating the estate tax primarily
benefits millionaires. I asked a group
who came to my office recently who
said they wanted to see the estate tax
eliminated: What percentage of estates
in America pay the tax? They didn’t
know. The answer is 1.3 percent. It is a
very small percentage. It comes down
to the fact that if we are going to
eliminate those taxes on the richest
people in America, we should only do it
if we can justify it. I don’t believe Gov-
ernor Bush can justify it in terms of
the benefits that it would mean for the
rest of the people who live in this coun-
try.

I hope we will not jeopardize our eco-
nomic prosperity. I hope we will follow
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the model that has been suggested by
Vice President GORE. I sincerely hope
my colleagues in the Senate will not
duck this opportunity to vote on the
George W. Bush tax cut plan. If they
are proud of their candidate, if they be-
lieve in his platform, if they share his
vision, for goodness sake, have the
courage to stand up and vote yes; if
you disagree with his position, at least
have the courage to go on the record
and say so.

I hope, as in the Budget Committee,
we don’t run into the same experience

on the floor where the Republican ma-
jority refuses to go on the record when
it comes to the cornerstone of the cam-
paign of the Republican Presidential
candidate George W. Bush.

I yield the floor.
f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in adjournment until 9:30 a.m., Thurs-
day, April 6, 2000.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 10:33 p.m.,
adjourned until Thursday, April 6, 2000,
at 9:30 a.m.

f

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate April 5, 2000:

THE JUDICIARY

Jay A. Garcia-Gregory, of Puerto Rico, to
be United States District Judge for the Dis-
trict of Puerto Rico, vice Raymond L.
Acosta, retired.
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